Goal setting, multidimensional anxiety and performance by Andrew Cale (7237502)
 
 
 
This item is held in Loughborough University’s Institutional Repository 
(https://dspace.lboro.ac.uk/) and was harvested from the British Library’s 
EThOS service (http://www.ethos.bl.uk/). It is made available under the 
following Creative Commons Licence conditions. 
 
 
 
 
 
For the full text of this licence, please go to: 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.5/ 
 
Goal Setting, Multidimensional Anxiety and Performance 
by 
Andrew Cale 
A Dissertation submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements 
for the award of 
Doctor of Philosophy of the Loughborough University of Technology 
October, 1991 
© Andrew Cale 1991 
ABSTRACT 
The primary purpose of the experiments carried out within this thesis was to 
examine the relationships between goals, the perceptions of individuals towards those 
goals, the performance environment and the eventual performance outcome. More 
specifically, what are the changes in selected goal setting variables and what is the 
anxiety response within individuals, when objective goal difficulty is manipulated under 
various environmental conditions? Four laboratory-based experiments were carried out 
in this research. The primary purpose of the first experiment was to establish an 
appropriate experimental design and measure of task performance that would allow an 
investigation of selected goal setting variables. Whilst the primary objectives were 
achieved, one important factor emerged that needed to be considered in the design of the 
subsequent experiments. Goal setting needed to be based around the ability of the 
individual rather than group norms. Experiment 2 was designed not only to further 
investigate the theoretical framework underlying goal setting, but also to examine the 
nature of the multidimensional anxiety response associated with that framework. Again, 
the main objectives of Experiment 2 were achieved, but the experimental design adopted 
did not allow for investigation of changes in goal setting and anxiety under different 
performance environments. Consequently, Experiment 3 was designed in an attempt to 
extend the investigation of the above framework towards 'real-life' situations. A complex 
design attempted to approximate the environmental conditions encountered by athletes in 
low versus high stress situations, such as those encountered in practice and in 
competition. The results were complex and the major finding to emerge was that it was 
difficult to approximate 'real-life' situations when using a novel performance task and 
competitive instructions as a potential stressor. Experiment 4 attempted to address these 
issues and required university basketball players to perform a basketball free-throw 
task under 'low stress' and 'high stress'conditions. Although there were expected 
differences for the goal setting and anxiety variables between different goal groups, there 
were no differences on any of the variables when performing under the different 
environmental conditions. The series of experiments contained within this thesis 
attempted to establish a theoretical framework, albeit in a laboratory setting, which may 
form the basis for future, more ecologically valid, investigations into the many 'real- 
life' sporting situations which inherently contain aspects relating to goal setting, anxiety 
and performance . 
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Consider the following situations: 
All week in practice the soccer team had been working on set pieces. The plan 
was simple; place everyone at the near post, crowd the area, make it difficult for 
the goalkeeper and, provided the ball delivered into the area was a good one, 
chances would occur. The player entrusted with taking the corners had practised 
the correct technique for hours and could guarantee at least eight out of ten 
perfect deliveries. The match-day arrived and as expected, corners were 
awarded. The net result of all the practice, however, was nothing. Analysing the 
actual match, the coach was stunned. The team was awarded ten corners, yet there 
had been no goals and no chances. Why? There had not been one perfect delivery 
of a corner kick. Returning to the training ground the following week, the same 
player began to practise again and within minutes was striking the perfect 
corner time after time. So what had happened during the match? Why hadn't the 
player produced the same performance that he had shown both before and after in 
practice? 
The rugby union side were short on attacking plays from the set-scrum. Their 
coach had considered the situation and suggested certain alternatives from 
various positions on the field. The favourite option that appealed to the players 
involved a 'scissors move' when the scrum was fairly central in the field of play. 
Practice was thorough, everyone knew exactly what to do, where to do it, and 
when to produce the desired movements. The whole plan pivoted on the fly-half 
switching the ball at the right time. In unopposed practice the move was perfected 
and in practice against their second team it was successful every time. The team 
were ready for their match on Saturday. The match was extremely close and with 
two minutes remaining they were three points down. Only a try would secure 
victory; it was an extremely tense situation. A scrum was awarded in an attacking 
position; at last the side had a chance to execute their planned move. The ball was 
won, fed quickly by the scrum-half straight to the hands of the play-maker. All 
the players reacted as they had practised; the movements were perfect. The 
centre came across the fly-half ready for delivery ........ the ball was never given. 
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At the last moment the fly-half had decided against the planned move and had 
instead chosen an easier kicking option. Why had the move which had been so 
successfully practised in training not been used? Why had the fly-half decided 
not to initiate the key switch? 
What these hypothetical examples have in common is that individuals are striving 
to achieve a particular movement, technique or performance standard. Furthermore, 
they are trying to reach this standard in a competitive environment with the knowledge 
that they have already achieved such standards in practice. In effect, they all have an 
achievable target or goal in mind. This goal may have been set by the coach or manager 
and imposed upon the athlete, or may have been a target that had been self-set. However, 
what they also have in mind are thoughts and feelings about their ability to achieve that 
goal in a given situation. Although the goal may be constant, the environment in which the 
individual is required to achieve it may alter, and with this environmental change is the 
potential for a change in the perceptions of the individual. There are numerous real-life 
examples which can also be provided to illustrate these perceptions and actions. Here are 
just a few examples taken from the book entitled "Stress and Performance in Sport" by 
Jones and Hardy (1990): 
Steve Backley, Javelin Thrower, 1990 Commonwealth Games Gold Medalist, 
described an instance where a lack of confidence had negatively affected his 
performance. He was quoted as saying, "I was put in the position where I had one 
last throw, was leading the whole competition and this guy came through in the 
fifth round to take the lead. I had one last throw. It was a distance that I was easily 
capable of... I'd thrown it in many competitions. But on this occasion I doubted that 
I could do it, and didn't" (p. 273). 
Sue Challis, Ladies World Champion Trampolinist in 1984, reported that she 
occasionally doubted her ability to perform moves of a sufficient quality to the 
extent that she has " set off to do one and then done another, easier move"(p. 272). 
Mary Nevill, Great Britain Ladies Hockey Captain, reported that she did doubt her 
ability to perform certain skills just occasionally, and talked of the increased 
pressure in match situations especially when attempting a new skill, "in training 
I have time to think about doing it (the dummy)... in a match situation you are put 
under so much pressure by the opposition and by the situation that you don't have 
time to think.. . it takes a long time before you've actually got the confidence to do 
it" (p. 274). 
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The hypothetical and real-life examples described so far have two main common 
threads. Firstly, they involve the use of some form of goal setting in that the individuals 
involved are focusing their attentions towards some form of performance standard. 
Secondly, the examples suggest that some individuals may have differing perceptions and 
reactions towards "high pressure" match situations which vary from those exhibited in 
"low pressure" practice situations. These differing perceptions and reactions highlight 
two major factors that need to be considered; anxiety and self-confidence. 
The major purpose of this thesis was to examine relationships between goal 
setting, competitive anxiety and performance. If there are shifts in the perceptions of 
individuals from a situation in which they feel they can cope with the situation to one 
where there is uncertainty or doubt, this may give rise to anxiety or stress within 
certain individuals. This anxiety or stress may, in turn, affect performance. What are the 
key variables underlying goal setting? What is the anxiety response of the individual 
when goal setting is employed? Do these processes and responses change across situation? 
Where To Begin: Assumptions About Man's Behaviour 
The 20th Century has seen the emergence of different schools of psychological 
thought which have attempted to understand, explain and predict behaviour such as that 
demonstrated in the examples outlined in the previous section. One of the first and most 
influential schools of thought which affected research into behaviour was Behaviourism 
or Stimulus-Response (S-R) psychology. The Behaviourists, led by Watson, basically 
argued against the idea that instincts, or 'pre-formed connections', caused behaviour. 
For this group, behaviour was simply a response to a given stimulus. The earliest 
behaviourists, such as Skinner and Pavlov, did not take account of any mentalistic 
actions, intervening variables or processes that occurred within the individual between 
the stimulus and the response (Singer, 1980). 
An alternative school of thought emerged which opposed this simplistic 
explanation of human action. Theorists such as Wertheimer, Kohler, Koffka and Lewin 
argued that emphasis should be placed upon cognition and perception, attitudes and 
feelings. These cognitive-perceptual theories came to be classified as Gestalt psychology 
where it is suggested that the individual perceives meaningful relationships in the 
environment. The underlying assumption is that man is an active processor of 
information rather than a passive receiver of responses that are simply stamped through 
practice (Ellis, 1978). In recent years there appears to have been a growth in the 
popularity of Gestaltism and cognitive explanations of human motivation and behaviour. 
This thesis will be concerned with examining the types of situations outlined at the 
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beginning from such a perspective. 
Goal Setting in Operation 
Goal setting techniques have been adopted in many aspects of life, especially in 
those areas where one person is attempting to direct the behaviour of others. Examples 
can be found in education, management and, more recently, in sport where teachers, 
managers and coaches attempt to 'motivate' their children, employees and athletes 
respectively. These 'performers', for want of a better classification, may not 
necessarily be consciously aware that such goals have even been set, but the technique 
may still, nevertheless, direct their behaviour. Whilst the concept of goal setting has 
been referred to briefly in the general psychology and sport psychology literature under 
sections dealing with motivation, more detailed investigations into the concept have been 
developed in a number of specific contexts such as the education and business 
management environments. Although these are not the only two environments in which 
goal setting is regularly employed, they do provide an interesting contrast. Both involve 
performance, but whereas one environment centres on a 'process' of education, the other 
tends to focus more on a 'product' as the output. The nature of what is produced is 
different and consequently the two different environments may employ goal setting 
techniques in different ways and to varying degrees to suit their particular situations. In 
education, the 'process' of learning is very individual, specific to each child, and is 
extremely difficult to measure unless inferences are made from test and examination 
performances. In management, however, the situation is somewhat different and although 
individual differences still exist, output is more easily measured in terms of volume of 
work done, time on task, or profit generated. The feedback that is necessary for goal 
setting to be successful again varies between the environments. Educational feedback is 
often long term and not always easy to provide, whereas in management daily figures or 
hourly statistics can be provided easily and almost instantly. 
This thesis is concerned with the sporting situation which can be viewed in many 
different ways, from a purely recreational and educational experience to an intensely 
competitive, professional and business environment. The question as to why people 
participate in sport, although extremely interesting, lies outside the realms of this 
discussion. However, what should be considered is that for some, sport is taken 
extremely seriously and deliberate training, coaching and management strategies are 
employed. In such an environment, it is the performance outcome, the product, that is of 
primary importance. If this is the case, one can assume that goal setting techniques are 
employed or could potentially be employed to a large extent. 
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Unfortunately, the research into goal setting in sport is relatively limited. 
However, research generated from the management and organisational environments can 
be viewed as being particularly relevant when applied to such a serious, competitive and 
professional situation such as that found in top level sport. A vast amount of research 
has been carried out on goal setting in management and organisational settings. 
Consequently, sports coaches and performers have tended to implement strategies that 
have been developed on the basis of results from these different environments. However, 
some doubt has been expressed as to whether the findings generated in these 
environments are, in fact, applicable to the sporting situation. The limited amount of 
research into goal setting in sport has produced varying results, some of which are 
inconsistent with the research in the management and organizational settings. It has been 
suggested that one of the main reasons for these variations could be the nature of the 
subject population that is involved in sport. Thus, one of the factors considered in this 
thesis will be how goal setting operates in a 'sporting population'. 
Furthermore, a large amount of the inconsistency of previous research has been 
explained by the fact that quite often, several moderating or mediating goal setting 
variables have been either deliberately or accidentally included in research designs. 
Thus, the basis for the comparison of results of the various studies focusing on goal 
setting has not been made particularly easy. Ecologically valid research settings almost 
inevitably contain a wide range of such variables, many of which are uncontrollable and 
some even unidentifiable. Whilst investigation in these settings can provide rich and 
valuable sources of information which enable refinement of basic theoretical models, 
they are sometimes not the most appropriate places from which to gain a simple 
understanding of the central phenomena under investigation. Consequently, in order to 
gain an initial understanding of how goal setting operates within our specified sample 
population, this thesis will adopt a laboratory-based approach which will enable 
control and manipulation of certain key variables. 
lt has already been identified that this thesis is concerned with goal setting in 
competitive situations such as those found in top level sport. Such situations have been 
viewed as being potentially very stressful. What exactly is the relationship between a 
competitive situation, stress, anxiety and performance? One simple explanation may be 
provided by considering the following situation in conjunction with the model outlined in 
Figure 1. 
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A young soccer player from the third division was transferred to a first 
division club for one million pounds. In pre-season friendly matches, 
played abroad, the player was outstanding and looked to be well worth the 
large fee. Come the first game of the league season, against the previous 
season's champions, the team were playing at home in front of fifty 
thousand people. The player appeared unable to perform the simplest of 
tasks and was substituted at the half-time interval. When asked to explain 
his poor performance, the player shook his head and explained that he 
didn't feel confident at any stage and that he had begun to wonder if he was 
good enough to play at that level. 
What was different about the situation that the player faced in this first league 
game to that which he had already faced in the friendly games abroad? One answer is that 
certain environmental conditions or "stressors" had altered. The first league game of a 
new season is always special and the spectators have expectations of both individuals and 
the team as a whole. The importance of the game is heightened because of the status of the 
opposition. Finally, the player had never experienced such a large audience and was not 
sure how this would affect his performance. In this brief and simple example, three 
stressors have been identified that are associated with a competitive situation; the high 
expectations of the crowd, the quality of the opposition and the presence of a large 
audience. What is important is not necessarily the stressors themselves, but how the 
individual perceives these stressors. This perception may be one where the individual 
thinks he can cope with all of the situational variables, he perceives there to be no 
problems, anxiety levels are relatively low and performance is not affected or even 
improves above normal levels. Alternatively, as may have been the case in the example 
outlined above, his perception may be that he cannot cope with all these stressors at the 
same time. This may lead to a situation where the individual becomes relatively anxious 
and performance levels are impaired. 
This thesis examines the consequences of imposing certain stressors on individual 
subjects, both in terms of certain key goal setting variables and also the anxiety 
response. The initial stressor is imposed through the process of goal setting itself, 
where increasingly difficult performance goals are assigned to individual subjects. 
Further additional stressors include the manipulation of the experimental instructions 
and of the performance environment. 
Sport provides many examples of stressful and anxiety-provoking situations. 
Indeed, Patmore (1986) and Jones (1990) have described how sport may be viewed as 
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a "natural laboratory" in which to study behaviour, especially stress-related 
behaviour. In recent years, investigation into the area of stress and anxiety in sport has 
become increasingly popular. One of the major areas under consideration has been that 
of competitive state anxiety research which essentially deals with the perceptions of 
individual performers towards competitive situations. Research into competitive state 
anxiety has largely focused on three main areas: the nature and temporal patterning of 
competitive state anxiety; the antecedents of anxiety; and the relationship between 
anxiety and performance. 
The nature of anxiety itself has been questioned and several approaches from 
educational and clinical psychology, in particular, have formed the basis of 
developments in the sporting context. Essentially, a single, unidimensional 
conceptualisation of anxiety has been replaced by a multidimensional viewpoint. Anxiety 
has been described as being comprised of two separate components; cognitive and somatic 
anxiety. When such multidimensional models have been introduced into sporting 
situations, an additional component, that of self-confidence has also been identified 
(Martens, Burton, Vealey, Bump and Smith, 1990). The temporal patterning research 
essentially investigates the fluctuation of the anxiety response over time, both prior to 
and during performance. The patterning of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and self- 
confidence has been shown to differ over time, between gender, skill level and across 
different types of sport. This thesis involves the measurement of multidimensional 
competitive state anxiety over several time periods, but focuses particularly on the 
periods immediately prior to and after performance. 
A second popular area of research within the competitive state anxiety domain is 
that of the antecedents or precursors of anxiety. This line of research has attempted to 
identify factors which are associated with the anxiety response. The identification of the 
relevant antecedent factors may assist in the selection or implementation of appropriate 
intervention strategies for any given situation. Several researchers, for example 
Gould, Petlichkoff and Weinberg (1984), and Jones, Swain and Cale (1990), have 
identified that cognitive and somatic anxiety do appear to have differing antecedent 
factors. Antecedents of cognitive anxiety appear to be those associated with factors in the 
environment that are related to an individual's expectation of success, whereas somatic 
anxiety appears to be elicited by factors related to the physical environment such as 
changing room preparation. This thesis examines the consequences of manipulating 
individual expectations of success by assigning different types and levels of goals. 
Whilst researchers have demonstrated a certain amount of success in providing a 
thorough understanding of the nature of anxiety and how and why it fluctuates over time, 
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one of the most elusive relationships has been that between competitive state anxiety and 
performance. In part, the elusiveness has been due to a general lack of precise 
definitions and distinctions between the concepts of stress, arousal and anxiety. 
Furthermore, the attractiveness of the simplicity of Inverted-U and Drive theories 
which related anxiety and performance meant that fundamental questioning of such 
theories was delayed. However, following the objections raised by investigators such as 
Neiss (1988) and Jones and Hardy (1989), the validity of these early theories has 
been questioned. Around the same time that the underlying assumptions of such theories 
were under investigation, the more complex multidimensional nature of the anxiety 
construct was beginning to emerge. Consequently, performance could no longer be 
related in a simple fashion to a single anxiety construct, but instead was related to the 
distinct concepts of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and self-confidence. The results 
relating to these types of studies have been somewhat equivocal and, more recently, 
other researchers such as Parfitt and Hardy (1987) and Jones, Cale and Kerwin 
(1988) have adopted the approach advocated by Hockey and Hamilton (1983) of 
investigating the effects of anxiety not on global sports performance, but instead on 
subcomponents of performance. Such an approach has demonstrated that the effects of 
anxiety are not always negative and that in some instances, performance is actually 
enhanced with higher levels of anxiety. This thesis is initially involved with such an 
approach and investigates the relationship between cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety 
and self-confidence with performance as measured by a perceptuo-motor speed task. 
purpose and Outline of the Thesis 
The examples at the beginning of this chapter highlighted instances where some 
form of goal setting had taken place in that individual performers were expected to 
perform to a certain standard. Each example showed that the performer had a very 
specific target in mind, and furthermore, all the performers knew that they were 
capable of performing to that standard because they had produced similar performances 
during practice conditions. However, the examples also showed that when certain 
stressors were introduced, such as the competitive environment, the individuals did not 
perform to the standard to which they were capable and in some cases did not even 
attempt to. Why were these individuals affected in this manner? Why did they not 
perform to the best of their ability? Was it a function of the goal that was originally set 
for them? Was it a function of the more stressful environment? Was there an anxiety 
response on behalf of the individual which impaired performance? Was it a combination 
of the goal that was set and the environment in which the performer was expected to 
9 
perform? 
Whilst the separate areas of goal setting and anxiety have been the focus of a vast 
amount of research, investigation of their interaction is relatively scarce. The purpose 
of this thesis is to investigate some of the questions outlined above in a logical and 
structured manner. In other words, an investigation of goal setting and anxiety will be 
made. 
The approach adopted in this thesis emerges from a cognitive perspective where 
man is viewed as an active processor of information. Consequently, each individual is 
assumed to have perceptions about the goals which are assigned to him/her. The 
approach adopted in this thesis employs goal setting strategies to manipulate individual 
expectations of success and concomitantly measures the individual's anxiety response. 
The individuals under consideration are from a sporting population as it may be the case 
that such a population reacts differently to a 'normal' population. It has not yet been 
clearly established how such a population reacts to goal setting in stressful 
environments. In order to control many of the extraneous variables which have often 
confounded studies investigating goal setting, a laboratory-based approach was adopted 
which employed a neutral performance task. The adoption of such a task was necessary 
so that any motivational effects that may have accompanied a more meaningful or 
interesting task were minimised. It was important to minimise such motivational 
variables to enable a controlled investigation of the effects of goal setting. Having 
established a framework with which to study the effects of goal setting and anxiety, this 
thesis introduces certain environmental stressors in an attempt to approximate the 
situations outlined in the examples provided at the beginning of the Chapter. 
Four experiments are reported. The primary purpose of the first experiment 
was to establish an appropriate experimental design and measure of task performance. 
An attempt was made to examine certain key goal setting variables when both specific and 
vague goals were assigned. Cognitive mechanisms of subjective goal difficulty (the 
subjects' perceptions of how difficult the assigned goal was), goal acceptance (the extent 
to which each subject accepted the assigned goal), effort, as well as the behavioural 
mechanism of performance were monitored throughout the experiment. One of the major 
implications emerging from the first experiment was that, in order to maximise the 
effectiveness of goal setting techniques, individual goal setting programmes rather than 
group goals should be adopted. The primary concern of the first experiment was satisfied 
in that an appropriate and valid experimental design had been constructed which could be 
developed for the second experiment. 
Experiment 2 was specifically designed not only to further investigate the 
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theoretical frameworks underlying goal setting as outlined in Experiment 1, but also to 
examine the nature of the anxiety response associated with that framework. The internal 
mechanisms of the goal setting process outlined earlier were again monitored as well as 
the multidimensional anxiety subcomponents of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and 
self-confidence. The major objectives of Experiment 2 were achieved in that the goal 
setting variables and the anxiety response associated with changes in goal difficulty were 
_ successfully monitored. 
Having established that there are variations in the anxiety response when goal 
levels are manipulated, Experiment 3 was designed to further investigate the goal setting 
variables and the anxiety response, and also to examine whether the nature of the 
situation or environment acts as some form of moderator upon the goal setting-anxiety 
relationship. More specifically, this experiment was designed to monitor changes, if 
any, in the goal setting and anxiety variables as a function of the introduction of 
competition as a potential stressor. 
To briefly summarize, the three laboratory-based experiments described so far 
were designed in an attempt to: 
1. Understand how the goal setting processes operate as a function of goal level; 
2. Monitor the anxiety response associated with changes in these processes; 
3. Investigate the goal setting-anxiety relationship in a competitive situation. 
The aim of these three laboratory-based studies was to establish some theoretical 
framework that may be employed to facilitate an understanding of how goal setting 
operates within the subject population under investigation. How close does this 
laboratory-generated framework resemble what actually occurs in the real world? In an 
attempt to move towards more ecologically valid research, Experiment 4 employed 
essentially the same design as Experiment 3, but replaced the neutral perceptual speed 
task with a sporting task; a basketball free-throw. 
The reason for adopting this type of approach was that the examples provided at 
the beginning of the chapter were quite complex in nature. This thesis attempts to break 
these types of situations down into basic components, investigate certain variables, and 
then gradually build upon these basics to more closely approximate the 'real-life' 
situations. 
Due to the fact that this thesis is concerned with two major areas of goal setting 
and anxiety, they are reviewed separately and at the appropriate stage of their 
introduction. Therefore, the goal setting review precedes Experiment 1 and the review 
relating to the anxiety literature precedes Experiment 2. 
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Goal setting is a strategy that is employed in many aspects of life, especially in 
those areas where one person is attempting to direct the behaviour of others. This review 
cannot hope to comprehensively cover every aspect of goal setting in every environment 
in which it is employed. Consequently, this section attempts to achieve the following: 
offer a brief explanation of the nature of goal setting; outline the theories which have 
emerged to explain how it operates; identify some of the factors which appear most likely 
to determine its effectiveness in terms of producing improved performance; and finally, 
investigate how these factors relate to the sporting environment. 
2.1 What is a Goal? 
Locke (1968) explained that the concept of setting a goal is similar in meaning to 
purpose or intent and is a statement of what an individual is trying to accomplish. The 
concept has been referred to in many ways; a performance standard, a quota, a task, a 
work norm, a deadline or a budget. In sporting situations, goals have often been translated 
into aims, objectives, and individual responsibilities which when combined lead to team 
tactics and strategy development. The ultimate aim of setting targets or goals is to achieve 
enhanced performance, but exactly how does the setting of goals lead to improved 
performance? 
2.2 Goal Setting Theory 
Whilst several different theories of goal setting have emerged, Beggs (1990) 
argued that they all contain basic similarities in that, "... both representational and 
comparative processes are implicated, where some sense of the difficulty, effort and 
benefits involved in reaching a goal are computed" (p. 31). Beggs (1990) identified that 
there were at least three major theories of the effects of goal setting and proceeded to 
explain the work of Vygotsky (1956), Vroom (1964) and Locke (1968). Whilst 
acknowledging Beggs' comment that none of these emerges as "a clear victor" in 
explaining the goal setting process, this review is centred largely around the factors 
associated with Locke's (1968) theory as this appears to have attracted an abundance of 
research interest. However, it may facilitate our understanding of the goal setting 
process if first of all a brief consideration is made of the other two theories. 
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2.21 Vygotsky's Theory 
Beggs (1990) described Vygotsky's (1956) theory as a microscopic, 
individually-based theory of moment-to-moment goal setting. Vygotsky's major 
contribution was to recognise the distinction between the "level of potential development" 
and the "actual development level". Essentially, level of potential development may be 
considered as the level to which a given individual may possibly develop, whereas actual 
development level is the level of development which the individual has already achieved. 
These two concepts combine to mark the boundaries of the learner's "zone of proximal 
development", or in other words, distinguish the area between the level at which the 
individual is currently functioning and where that individual is capable of functioning. 
Vygotsky (1956) argued that this "zone" includes cognitive functions which are still in 
the stages of development and that the role of the instructor, teacher or coach is to ensure 
that the learning experience occurs within this "zone" so as to further develop the 
cognitive processes within the individual. The way in which this is related to goal setting 
is that the method by which the instructor can develop the cognitive functions is by 
segmenting tasks into sub-tasks which should be easier for the learner to accomplish. 
Indeed, recent advances in educational psychology appear to have drawn upon similar 
ideas. For example, Wood, Bruner and Ross (1976) provided a "scaffold" metaphor 
which represented the way that the teacher adjusts the amount of help given as the 
learner's abilities develop. Similarly, Williams, Dooseman and Kleidfield (1984) and 
Williams, Turner and Peer (1985) explained how the clinical technique of guided 
mastery could be adopted within an educational framework. Guided mastery is a highly 
structured interventionist technique which deals with individual needs at a specific time, 
hence the microscopic (individual), moment-to-moment (specific time) definition 
described above. This theory helps explain how goal setting may be used primarily in the 
educational setting, but how does it relate to goal setting in sport? Beggs (1990) 
proposed that Vygotsky's theory confirms or underpins three factors that are often taken 
for granted when discussing goal setting: firstly, that learning takes place best when 
goals are somewhat, but not too far ahead of current ability, that is, within the "zone of 
proximal development"; secondly, that the support of a competent other who can set 
appropriate sub-goals is important; and finally, that by achieving a succession of sub- 
goals, individuals perceive increases in self-confidence and consequently achieve 
improvements in learning and performance. 
2.22 Vroom's Expectancy Theory 
Vroom (1964) proposed a theory which comprised three variables which were 
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hypothesized to affect an individual's level of motivation to attain a goal. This theory was 
named Expectancy theory or Valence-Instrumentality-Expectancy (VIE) theory. The 
variable of expectancy was conceptualised by Vroom as the subjective probability that an 
act would be followed by an outcome. This variable was later modified by Campbell, 
Dunnette, Lawler and Weick (1970) who proposed that expectancy consisted of two 
logically separate components; Expectancy 1, the subjective probability of reaching a 
goal, and Expectancy 2, the subjective probability that the goal will have an outcome. The 
second variable outlined by Vroom was performance valence which was thought to 
represent the extent to which performance and/or its outcome is valued by the 
individual. This value may of course be externally or internally generated and may take 
the form of monetary incentives, social rewards from others or self-generated 
satisfaction from task mastery. Beggs (1990) described Expectancy 1 as "effort- 
performance expectancy" which he viewed as similar in nature to Bandura's (1977) 
self-efficacy construct. Furthermore, Beggs (1990) suggested that the concept of 
Expectancy 2 was similar to Rotter's (1966) construct of locus of control and explained 
that this concept was generally referred to as 'instrumentality'. 
2.23 Locke's Goal Setting Thy 
Interest in goal setting research appears to have two distinct origins. Firstly, 
there are those interested in basic research into pure psychological phenomena (Mace, 
1935; Miller, Galanter and Pribram, 1960; Ryan, 1970), and secondly, there are 
those who are interested in the more applied management research (Odiorne, 1978; 
F. W. Taylor, 1911/1967). These two lines of investigation were combined when 
researchers became interested in the effects of goal setting on task performance. One of 
the earliest researchers to conduct detailed empirical research was Locke (1966, 
1968). His programme of research laid the foundations for much of the subsequent 
research, both pure and applied, into the effects of goal setting. Miner (1984) proposed 
that Locke's goal setting theory is one of the most useful research areas in the 
organizational sciences. Similarly, Pinder (1984) remarked, "goal setting theory has 
demonstrated more scientific validity to date than any other theory or approach to work 
motivation" (p. 167). Further support is provided by Mento, Steel and Karren (1987) 
who concluded, "if there is ever to be a viable candidate from the organizational sciences 
for elevation to the lofty status of a scientific law of nature, then the relationships 
between goal difficulty, specificity/difficulty, and task performance are most worthy of 
serious consideration" (p. 74). 
Locke (1968) assumed a cognitive psychological stance to goal setting and made it 
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clear that a goal should be viewed as a mental representation of an action and that 
conscious goals are the most immediate and direct regulators of human action. Locke and 
Henne (1986) suggested that goals differ from needs, values or attitudes which they 
regarded as forming a backdrop to action. Locke's (1968) two major premises were that; 
(1) difficult goals (if accepted) lead to a higher level of task performance than do easy 
goals, and (2) specific, difficult goals lead to higher performance than do general goals, 
"do your best" instructions, or no goals. Following detailed investigation into the area of 
goal setting, Locke, Saari, Shaw and Latham (1981) identified several motivational 
mechanisms which may partially explain why the goal specificity and goal difficulty 
effects occur. Direction of attention and action, mobilisation of effort and the duration of 
such mobilisation (persistence) were considered by Locke et al. (1981) to directly 
affect performance, whilst the concept of strategy development was thought to have an 
indirect effect. 
Perhaps the most obvious reason why goal setting could improve performance is 
that the identification of a target simply directs attention and action. For example, Locke 
and Bryan (1969) conducted a study in which divers were given feedback on five 
different dimensions of diving performance. The dimension for which a goal level was 
assigned showed significantly more improvement than the other dimensions. Results from 
several other studies would appear to support the view that the direction of attention is 
an important factor within the goal setting process (Locke, Cartledge and Knerr, 1970; 
Reynolds, Standiford and Anderson, 1979; Rothkopf and Billington, 1979; Terborg, 
1976). 
Locke et al. (1981) argued that different goals may require different amounts of 
effort and that the required effort is mobilised simultaneously with direction in 
proportion to the perceived requirements of the goal. Thus, as goal difficulty increases 
(assuming acceptance), a greater amount of effort would be expended. The results from 
several studies (e. g. Kahneman, 1973; Sales, 1970) have supported this expectation 
with hard tasks producing greater effort and also higher output. 
Persistence has been explained as directed effort over time (Locke et al., 1981) 
and as such is simply a combination of the previous two mechanisms. One example of the 
research concerning persistence was provided by LaPorte and Nath (1976) who allowed 
subjects an unlimited amount of time to read a prose passage. Those subjects who were 
then asked to achieve a success rate of 90% on 20 post-reading questions spent more 
time reading the passage than those subjects who were required to achieve only a 25% 
success rate. 
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Locke et al. (1981) argued that although strategy development is motivated by 
goals and may be considered by some as behavioural, the mechanism itself is cognitive in 
essence as it involves skill development or creative problem-solving. There are a 
number of studies which have focused on the strategy developments employed by 
individuals in goal setting environments (Bandura and Simon, 1977; Latham and Baldes; 
1975; Rosswork, 1977; Terborg, 1976). One example highlighted by Locke et al. 
(1981) was that of Bandura and Simon (1977). They found that dieting subjects with 
specific quotas for number of mouthfuls eaten changed their eating patterns by eating 
more low-calorie foods that did not count in their qoutas. The subjects also seemed to 
engage in more planning, for example, by saving part of their quota for when eating out. 
Locke et al. (1981) suggested that strategy development is especially important for 
complex tasks. 
From the description of goal setting offered thus far, a simple outline of goal 
setting, as represented in Figure 2.1, may be constructed. Essentially, this outline 
describes an interactionist perspective where the individual (PERSON) brings attitudes 
and values to a given environment (SITUATION). The environment contains the goal or 
target which has a given level of specificity and difficulty. The final outcome 
(PERFORMANCE) will be a function of how that individual reacts, in motivational terms, 
to that environment (PERSON x SITUATION). Whilst the description of goal setting theory 
outlined in Figure 2.1 is simple and appealing in providing a basic understanding of how 
goal setting operates, its usefulness beyond this point is somewhat questionable. Beggs 
(1990) concluded, "in one sense, this theory is a half-way house, being partly cognitive 
and partly motivational; in another sense, it is almost tautological. While it offers the 
goal setter clear guidelines about the principles of goal setting, it fails to open up the 
processes by which the practice works in the way that more cognitively orientated 
theories do" (p. 159). Although there has been an abundance of supporting evidence for 
Locke's (1968) proposals, goal setting theory now appears limited when considered in 
relation to other cognitive psychological approaches. Despite recommendations to 
evaluate the mechanisms by which goals affect performance (Locke, Cartledge and 
Koepell, 1968), relatively few studies appear to have examined the theoretical 
framework underlying the goal setting process. 
2.3 Goal Setting: Towards an Und . rstandina of How it Works. 
Campion and Lord (1982) outlined three problems that may account for the lack 
of investigation into the processes underlying goal setting: 
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Figure 2.1: A simple description of Locke's (1968) Goal Setting Theory 
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1. Many researchers have only concentrated on one part of the process, such as the 
role of goal setting on performance or the role of feedback on performance, and 
rarely have they combined the two essential parts of the whole process; 
2. There has been an over-emphasis on static rather than dynamic models. Often, 
goals have been set and then performance data collected, suggesting a simple cause- 
effect relationship. In reality, this is an over-simplification as in fact continual 
re-assessment of goals and performance is necessary in order to explain the 
process more accurately; 
3. The nature of the goals on which individuals have focused may itself be 
theoretically limiting. The goal setting literature tends to have focused on 
isolated, static and specific goals. However, in many situations goals may be 
embedded in complex cognitive or motivational systems, goals may change, and 
goals may be poorly defined. If there is a complex hierarchy of goals that exists, 
to focus on one goal may be too simplistic. 
Understanding these problems, Campion and Lord (1982) offered a general, 
dynamic, goal setting model which attempted to explain the interaction between the goal 
setting process, environmental feedback and performance. This was termed a control 
systems approach. Campion and Lord (1982) explained that a control system contains the 
notion of an environment being monitored by some sensor function which yields a signal 
which can then be compared to some referent, standard or desired state (see Figure 2.2 ). 
If any discrepancy exists between the sensor signal and referent (sometimes referred to 
as an error within the system), some self-correcting motivation is initiated. This 
motivation may well take the form of modifying the environment by some behavioural or 
effector change or alternatively by cognitively altering the referent or standard to which 
signals are compared. This dynamic approach requires constant monitoring of the 
environment and adjustment of subsequent behaviour or cognitions to reduce any 
discrepancy in the system. The control systems approach adopted by Campion and Lord 
(1982) is based on the linkage between goal setting, feedback and control systems as 
suggested by Powers (1973). Powers, who had in fact developed the idea from work in 
the area of cybernetics (Wiener, 1948), likened the 'referent', to which feedback from 
the system is compared, to the 'goal' . The mechanism by which any error is detected was 
labelled the 'comparator' and the effectiveness of this 'comparator' depended on the 
presence of both 'feedback' and a 'goal'. This would appear consistent with goal setting 
literature which demonstrates that neither 'goals' nor 'feedback' alone significantly affect 
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Figure 2.2: Control systems model of motivation by Campion and Lord (1982) 
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performance (Bandura and Cervone, 1983; Erez, 1977; Locke et al., 1981 ) (Note 2.1). 
This control systems model goes beyond the goal setting theory outlined earlier as it 
explains motivation in several ways. Campion and Lord (1982) suggested that one 
extension of the control systems model was that errors can be reduced by either a 
behavioural change (increase in effort or performance) or a cognitive change (lowering 
of the initial goal). The idea of raising or lowering goals was noted by Campbell and 
Pritchard (1976) who emphasized that goals do not necessarily have to be viewed as 
fixed and may be more appropriately considered as flexible and modifiable, hence the 
dynamic description offered above. 
By examining control systems, a partial explanation of how goal setting works can 
be provided. However, like the goal setting model outlined by Locke (1968), this 
explanation does not detail which cognitive processes are in operation. Which factors are 
considered in the comparator and decision mechanisms of the individual? What are the 
perceptions and cognitions of the individual about the referent or goal? By focusing upon 
the mechanistics of the goal setting process, the importance of the individual may be 
ignored. These individual or humanistic factors should be woven into the mechanistic 
process and only by considering them together may goal setting be more comprehensively 
explained. With greater emphasis being placed on the individual, it may be possible to 
isolate the cognitive processes underlying goal setting. 
2.4 A Cognitive Psychological Approach 
When adopting a cognitive psychological approach, it may be assumed that as soon 
as a goal is established, whether it be internally or externally generated (goal origin), 
the individual will have perceptions and cognitions about that goal. One of the basic 
assumptions underlying successful goal setting is that the individual accepts the goal that 
is present (Locke, 1968). Goal acceptance may be viewed as an indication of the person's 
intention to reach the goal or target (Erez and Kanfer, 1983). Thus, goal acceptance is 
one of the first, and arguably the most important, perceptions of the individual, for 
without this the effectiveness of the goal setting technique is limited. The goal that is 
considered by the individual will inherently contain two main dimensions (Locke et. al., 
1981). The first dimension is that of goal specificity or clarity and refers to the degree 
of quantitative precision with which the aim is specified. The second dimension is that of 
goal difficulty or the degree of proficiency or level of performance sought. The individual 
may be viewed as having perceptions about the specificity and difficulty of the goal in 
Note 2.1: For a more detailed explanation of a Control Systems approach see Campion and Lord 
(1982) and Lord and Hanges (1987). 
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question. In terms of the control system outlined in the previous section, these 
perceptions may be viewed as emerging from the 'comparator' mechanism. This 
comparator also receives feedback information from the environment which provides 
information about the ability of the individual and compares it with the referent or goal. 
If discrepancies exist, some correcting motivation is initiated to reduce the error. The 
nature of the corrective motivation will depend upon the individual, or more specifically, 
on the thoughts and feelings of that individual towards the discrepancy. If the discrepancy 
is large, it may be that the corrective motivation is cognitive in nature and the initial 
goal is reduced. However, if the discrepancy is perceived as not being too large, it may be 
that the individual will attempt to increase performance, perhaps by investing greater 
effort, and again reducing the discrepancy. It should be emphasized that it may not be the 
actual size of the discrepancy that will determine the nature of the corrective response, 
but the individual's perception of that discrepancy. 
2.5 Factors Involved in the Goal Setting Process 
In order to better understand some of the factors associated with the cognitions 
and perceptions of the individual, it is appropriate at this stage to further investigate 
certain factors that emerge from the goal setting literature. 
2.51 Goal Origin 
One factor which has a large effect on the perception of the individual when goal 
setting is considered is the amount of involvement or choice the individual has in the 
setting of the initial goal (Carroll and Tosi, 1973; Kiesler, 1971). Goals may be self-set 
by the individual, assigned in an autocratic fashion by a manager or significant other, or 
in a democratic fashion between the individual and manager, leader or coach. Indeed, 
Salancik (1977) identified that volition was an important factor to be considered when 
assessing goal commitment. Volition, defined as the extent to which an individual is free 
to engage in a behaviour (Hollenbeck and Klein, 1987), may be closely associated with 
goal origin in that self-set goals imply volition, assigned goals imply little volition, and 
participatively-set goals lie somewhere between these two extremes. This view is shared 
by Hollenbeck and Brief (1987) who conceptualised goal origin as "a continuum of 
influence, where self-set goals reside at the end of maximum subject influence on goal 
level, and assigned goals describe the end of minimum subject influence on goal level" (p. 
397). Similarly, Erez and Kanter (1983) described how the perceived locus of goal 
setting may influence goal acceptance. In their theoretical paper they suggested that a goal 
is more likely to be accepted when it is perceived to be under a person's control than 
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when it Is perceived as externally imposed. One possible explanation for this was 
provided by deCharms (1968) who argued that control satisfies a person's need to feel a 
sense of mastery and personal competance and that any threat to this control results In 
reactance or non-compliance. Erez, Early and Hulin (1985) provided some evidence that 
groups allowed to establish their own goals exhibited higher goal commitment than 
groups that were assigned goals, whilst Naylor and Ilgen (1984) proposed that goals set 
by others may actually serve as a disincentive rather than an incentive. 
One factor that is strongly related to goal origin is that of participation in the goal 
setting process. Participation has been described as, "a group discussion leading to a 
decision" (Lewin, 1943; p. 63) and has proved to be a powerful technique for overcoming 
resistance to change and for increasing goal acceptance and consequent performance (Coch 
and French, 1948; Lewin, 1943,1951). Erez and Arad (1986) examined participation 
in goal setting with particular reference to why participation may lead to increased 
performance. They distinguished three different factors; a social factor of group 
discussion leading to a decision, a motivational factor of involvement in goal setting, and a 
cognitive factor of Information sharing. Ninety-six employees In 'white collar' 
occupations were assigned to eight experimental conditions where each cell contained two 
experimental groups. The experiment was a2x2x2 factorial design consisting of two 
levels (high/low) of the three factors outlined above. Subjects were asked to work on a 
simulated task that essentially required them to evaluate the suitability of certain job 
applications to specific job requirements. Perceived social interaction, perceived 
involvement in goal setting and perceived amount of relevant information were measured 
via a specifically-designed questionnaire. The additional variables of goal acceptance, 
incidental learning, goal commitment and satisfaction were similarly assessed via 
questionnaire method. The social factor was shown to have a significant effect on 
performance quantity, incidental learning, goal acceptance, commitment and satisfaction 
in that those who participated in group discussion produced more, learned more, were 
more commited and so on. The motivational factor of involvement affected both 
performance quantity and quality and also work attitudes. This result corroborated a 
great deal of motivational theory research that emphasized goal acceptance and self 
control as central motivating factors (Bandura, 1977,1982; deCharms, 1968; Deci, 
1975,1980). The cognitive factor of increased information affected performance quality 
but not performance quantity. However, Erez and Arad (1986) pointed to the fact that the 
perceived amount and usefulness of information given to the two groups was not 
significantly different; therefore, it would appear that they had not successfully 
manipulated this condition. Erez and Arad (1986) concluded that all three components of 
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the process of participation contributed to performance quantity, quality, and to work 
attitudes and that the combination of these factors lead to highest level of performance. 
2.52 Goal Difficulty 
The positive linear relationship between goal difficulty and performance, 
originally proposed by Locke (1968), has received considerable support from both 
applied and laboratory settings. Locke et al. (1981) conducted an extensive review of the 
literature on the effects of goal setting and found that of a total of 57 studies, 48 of them 
ether partially or wholly supported the hypothesis that hard goals lead to better 
performance than medium or easy goals. Whilst such a proposal seems questionable at 
extreme levels of goal difficulty, it should be remembered that the underlying 
assumption behind such a statement is that the goals are accepted by the individual. 
Obviously, when goal difficulty is beyond the ability of the performer, acceptance is 
likely to be lowered and the goal difficulty/performance relationship may well be 
altered. One explanation for the goal difficulty effect was that, given goal acceptance, 
effort would increase and thereby enhance performance (Stedry and Kay, 1966). At this 
stage, it is worth introducing the notion that there are two types of goal difficulty. Actual 
goal difficulty may be viewed as 'objective goal difficulty', whilst the perception of the 
individual may be considered as 'subjective goal difficulty'. Thus, two individuals may be 
assigned the same objective goal level, for example to complete 20 sit-ups in 30 
seconds, but their perception of the difficulty of that goal may differ. 
2.53 Goal Specificity 
Returning to the review by Locke and his colleagues (1981), 51 of the 57 
studies examined either partially or wholly supported the view that specific, hard goals 
produced better performance than do-your-best or no goals, whilst only 2 studies 
produced evidence to the contrary. The environments in which these studies were 
performed varied; for example, the positive effects of goal specificity were shown in 
studies by Bandura and Simon (1977) with dieting, Latham and Baldes (1975) with 
truck loading, and White, Mitchell and Bell (1977) with card sorting. One of the negative 
results was obtained by Latham and Yukl (1975) with a sample of wood workers. 
Salancik (1977) suggested that explicitness was a key determinant of commitment. 
Whilst there is an abundance of literature to show that vague goals are not as effective in 
producing high levels of performance (Locke et al., 1981), Salancik's (1977) proposals 
attempted to explain exactly why such goals were of limited value. Essentially, it was 
argued that there are innumerable outcomes that may be consistent with a vague goal. 
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Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) provided the example that the goal of "losing weight this 
year" can have a large number of consistent outcomes, whereas, if the goal was expressed 
as "losing 10 pounds by August 1", there are a smaller number of consistent outcomes. 
From a control systems viewpoint, if the outcome is consistent with a vague goal, then 
there is no discrepancy detected in the system. If there is no discrepancy detected, there 
is no reason for the system to initiate change and no reason to increase effort or 
performance. 
2.54 Goal Acceptance 
As identified earlier, goal acceptance was an important assumption made by 
Locke (1968) in his early research. The goal difficulty-performance relationship was 
only thought to exist when goals were accepted. The importance of goal acceptance has 
been emphasized (Erez and Kanfer, 1983; Erez and Zidon, 1984) and its variance has 
been offered as a partial explanation for some of the contrasting results in the goal 
setting literature (Locke et at., 1981). Indeed, Erez and Zidon (1984) described goal 
acceptance as "a key factor in the relationship of goal difficulty to performance" (p. 69). 
Erez and Zidon (1984) suggested that goal acceptance may be viewed as varying on a 
continuum from acceptance to rejection and its moderating effect has been offered as 
accounting for the difference between Locke's (1968) linear model and Atkinson's 
(1954) inverted-U curve model. The positive linear relationship between goal 
difficulty and task performance proposed by Locke's (1968) goal setting theory of 
motivation assumes goal acceptance. However, if goal acceptance is not assumed, it may 
be that at some point the individual rejects the set target, feels that the goal is beyond 
his/her ability and subsequently may not try as hard on the task in hand. If this is the 
case, a decrease in performance may be expected after a certain "critical point" has been 
reached in terms of degree of difficulty of the assigned goal. Thus, if goal acceptance is 
not assumed it may be possible to view the goal difficulty/performance relationship as 
an inverted-U (Atkinson, 1958). 
Erez and Zidon (1984) were among the first researchers to specifically 
investigate the role of goal acceptance on the relationship between goal difficulty and 
performance. Earlier, Motowidlow, Loehr and Dunnette (1978) had observed that the 
highest level of performance had been achieved when moderate as opposed to easy or 
difficult goals had been assigned. To account for the curvilinear relationships it was 
suggested that acceptance was negatively correlated with difficulty and that the critical 
acceptance-rejection threshold lay in the objective probability interval 0.5 to 0.2. This 
'critical threshold' is the point at which an individual switches from accepting the goal to 
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rejecting the goal. The objective probability is simply the likelihood of success, with 
0.5 indicating a 50% chance of reaching the goal and 0.2 representing only a 20% 
chance of reaching the assigned goal. Following on from the work of Motowidlow et al. 
(1978), Erez and Zidon (1984) attempted to further investigate the role of goal 
acceptance and attempted to identify more clearly the location of the critical acceptance 
/rejection threshold. Indeed , the results of their study suggested that the critical 
threshold lay in the objective probability interval of 0.3 to 0.1. In other words, 
subjects came to reject the assigned goal at some point between the 30% likelihood of 
success level and the 10% likelihood of success level. 
Erez and Kanfer (1983) discussed the importance of goal acceptance in 
moderating goal setting effects and showed how workers' acceptance of goals can be 
influenced at various stages of the progression from goal setting to goal attainment. They 
suggested that goal acceptance involved a choice based on the evaluation of the relationship 
between (a) effort and goal behaviour, and (b) goal behaviour and outcomes and the 
extent of control that a person has over these two contingencies. Erez and Kanfer referred 
to goal acceptance in much the same way that Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) referred to 
goal commitment. Erez and Kanfer's concepts of 'effort and goal behaviour' and 'goal 
behaviour and outcomes' could be likened to Hollenbeck and Klein's concepts of 
'attractiveness of goal attainment' and 'expectancy of goal attainment' respectively. 
Although acceptance and commitment appear to be used interchangeably in the literature 
and appear to be dependent on many of the same antecedent factors, they are not exactly 
the same. This point of conceptual clarity will be addressed later in this chapter. 
2.55 Cognitive and Behavioural Change 
In the model outlined by Campion and Lord (1982) any discrepancy between 
actual performance and the goal or referent leads to some corrective motivation which 
may be cognitive or behavioural in nature. A positive discrepancy would indicate that 
performance has exceeded the 'desired state' and would be expected to produce little 
change in subsequent behaviour and performance (Janz, 1982). Podsakoff and Farh 
(1989) explained that in a situation where one had met or exceeded the standard, it 
would be generally expected that the individual's goals and effort for subsequent work 
would remain stable. Conversely, Lord and Hanges (1987) suggested that negative 
discrepancies are more likely to capture conscious attention and are therefore more 
likely to be associated with a behavioural change such as an increase in effort or 
performance. According to Matsui, Okada and Inoshita (1983), when a negative 
discrepancy occurs, attempts to reduce this discrepancy may be accomplished by 
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increasing effort and/or reducing one's standards. The behavioural strategy assumes that 
there is the capacity for an increase in effort and that these increases in effort will 
automatically increase performance. Similarly, Stedry and Kay (1966) argued that 
increasing goal difficulty should increase the effort allocated to any given area. However, 
they further suggested that beyond a certain point, further increases in goal difficulty 
are likely to produce decrements in performance. It was noted by Kernan and Lord 
(1988) that if discrepancies are too large or consistent then they are resolved 
primarily by cognitive adjustments. Similarly, a cognitive intervention may be more 
appropriate when unrealistic goals are assigned or indeed if the person assigning the goal 
holds little credibility (Hollenbeck and Klein, 1987). 
Having briefly discussed some of the key variables involved in goal setting, it may 
be worth re-emphasizing that the underlying assumption of the cognitive approach is 
that all individuals are seen as active processors of information. Whilst the different 
stages or processes through which the information is channelled may be assumed to be the 
same for every individual, what should be considered is that every individual is also 
unique and brings a different psychological package or 'humanistic factors' to the goal 
setting environment. Thus, perceptions, cognitions, decisions and actions are all likely to 
vary depending on the upon how the individual interacts with the situation. 
2.56 Personal and Situational Factors 
Personal and situational factors were emphasized by Hollenbeck and Klein 
(1987) when they developed an expectancy theory model of the antecedents and 
consequences of goal commitment. They suggested that goal commitment was the extension 
of effort, over time, toward the accomplishment of an original goal and also implied that 
it was an unwillingness to abandon or to lower that original goal. Because goal acceptance 
and goal commitment had been used interchangeably in the earlier goal setting research, 
Hollenbeck and Klein (1987), whilst acknowledging that the two concepts were 
theoretically distinct, combined research which involved either construct and viewed it 
as reflecting goal commitment. Their model, shown in Figure 2.3, identified personal and 
situational factors which combined to determine the attractiveness and expectancy of goal 
attainment which in turn combined to determine the level of goal commitment. This goal 
commitment then moderates the relationship between goal 'level and task performance. 
Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) developed their model with two main objectives in mind. 
Firstly, they were concerned with the consequences of goal commitment and how changes 
affected task performance. Secondly, they aimed to identify some of the many antecedents 
of goal commitment. Thus, in order to develop such a model, Hollenbeck and Klein needed 
26 
Figure 2.3: Expectancy-theory model of the antecedents and 
- consequences of goal commitment. 
(Hollenbeck and Klein, 1987) 
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to consider goal commitment as both a moderator variable and also as a dependent 
variable. When examining goal commitment as a moderating variable the research 
outlined by Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) appeared somewhat inconsistent. They 
highlighted the study by Erez and Zidon (1984) as an example of goal commitment 
having an affect on the goal difficulty/performance relationship but then also explained 
that studies by Frost and Mahoney (1976) and YukI and Latham (1978) appeared to have 
no such effects (Note 2.2). Following the earlier work of Locke et al. (1981), 
Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) integrated the concepts of expectancy theory and goal 
setting theory in an attempt to identify some of the many antecedents of goal commitment. 
Locke et at. (1981) listed variables likely to affect expectations of goal attainment and 
attractiveness of goal attainment. Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) expanded this approach, 
offered additional variables and also differentiated between the situational and personal 
determinants of attractivness and expectancy. Thus, Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) were 
essentially offering a person by situation interactionist perspective on the two 
dimensions of expectancy theory. Consequently, attractiveness of goal attainment was 
thought to be affected by factors such as publicness, volition and competition, and 
personal factors such as need for achievement and Type A personality. On the other hand, 
expectancy of goal attainment was thought to be affected by situational factors such as 
task complexity or performance constraints and personal factors such as ability, past 
success and perceived locus of control. What this expectancy theory model emphasized 
was the complex nature of the goal setting-task performance relationship. By 
manipulating any one, or combination of, the personal or situational factors, task 
performance may be manipulated indirectly via goal commitment. Whilst the model 
proposed by Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) does not specifically consider cognitions and 
perceptions of the individual, what it does identify is the many variables which combine 
to shape the thoughts and feelings of the individual about the goal or target in mind. 
2.6 
The usefulness of goal setting as a technique to enhance motivation and 
performance has generally been well established in a wide range of applied settings. 
However, there are some disadvantages of research being conducted in different settings 
Note 2.2: As identified earlier, the study by Erez and Zidon (1984) examined the effects of goal 
acceptance on the goal difficulty/performance relationship. Although for the purposes of their 
article Hollenbeck and Klein considered goal acceptance as synonymous with goal commitment, it 
may have been inappropriate to cite the Erez and Zidon's (1984) study as the only evidence of 
goal commitment acting as a moderating variable. 
28 
by a large number of different investigators. One major concern focuses on the 
terminology that has evolved and the exact meaning of words and concepts. Definitions of 
key terms have differed not only across research settings but also across time. 
Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) emphasized that there were differences between the terms 
'goal acceptance' and 'goal commitment', yet then proceeded to treat them as synonymous 
purely because this had been the case in many previous studies. Kernan and Lord (1988) 
similarly distinguished between goal acceptance and goal commitment. They suggested that 
goal acceptance may be thought of as the initial use of a goal as a referent or standard in a 
motivational control system. On the other hand, they suggested that goal commitment is 
better conceptualized as an unwillingness to lower goals when confronted with feedback 
indicating that goals have not been reached. Many of the inconsistencies that do emerge in 
the goal setting literature may be due to the slightly different interpretations of key 
concepts. When authors have omitted to clearly define the meaning of the variables under 
discussion, it is very difficult to compare and contrast studies which supposedly measure 
the same construct. Consequently, to avoid any misunderstanding for the remainder of 
this thesis, a degree of conceptual clarity needs to be established. 
For the purposes of this thesis: 
Objective goal difficulty will be taken as a set standard or level of performance; 
Subjective goal difficulty will be considered to be the individual's perception of 
the difficulty of the objective goal level; 
Goal acceptance will be taken as the initial internalization and movement towards 
the goal; 
Effort will be viewed as the allocation of the resources necessary to attain the goal 
target; 
Goal commitment will be referred to as a continued extension of effort towards 
that goal. 
The concepts defined above will be the major goal setting variables under consideration 
throughout this thesis. However, it is worth noting that other authors have defined 
similar concepts. For example, Erez and Kanfer (1983) suggested that "defining goals as 
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standards of proficiency is no longer satisfactory because It limits the motivational 
concept to the dimension of magnitude or intensity. An additional dimension, direction 
toward or away from a goal, can be included when goals are evaluated for the positive or 
negative outcomes. Maintaining both direction and intensity in pursuit of a goal reflects 
persistence" (p. 455). These dimensions of direction, Intensity and persistence may be 
viewed as resembling goal acceptance, effort and commitment respectively. This example 
is given only to Identify that the concepts under discussion may be referred to in 
different ways by different authors elsewhere. 
2.7 Goal Setting Summary 
At this stage it may be of some benefit to summarize the major aspects of goal 
setting that have emerged thus far: 
1. Goal origin has the potential to influence the goal setting processes. Goals may be 
internally self-set, participatively-set through discussion with a manager, 
supervisor or coach, or assigned externally in an autocratic fashion; 
2. Every goal will inherently contain a level of goal difficulty and goal specificity. The 
assignment of hard, specific goals appears to be the most effective intervention for 
performance enhancement assuming that there is goal acceptance. The assignment of 
vague, do best goals does not appear as successful in terms of producing improved 
performance; 
3. Goal setting should be viewed as dynamic, with environmental feedback being crucial to 
the effectiveness of the process. A control systems approach appears to provide a basis 
for understanding how this process actually works; 
4. The goal setting process is not purely a mechanistic one and must include a human 
element which makes the process extremely complex. There are many person and 
situation factors and the extent to which they affect the goal level-task performance 
relationship is not easily quantified; 
5. There has been a lack of conceptual clarity surrounding the key variables underlying 
the goal setting process. This may partially explain some of the inconsistencies of the 
previous research. 
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The literature that has been briefly discussed here originates predominantly from 
organizational settings. How does the concept of goal setting transfer into other settings? 
More specifically, is goal setting effective in the sporting environment? 
2.8 Goal Setting in Sport 
There have been several reviews of the goal setting literature, but Locke and Latham 
(1985) were amongst the first to summarize the studies from organizational and 
laboratory settings and apply the findings to sport. Basing their assumptions upon the 
vast amount of previous research, Locke and Latham (1985) hypothesized that: 
1. Specific goals regulate action more precisely than general goals; 
2. For quantitative (specific) goals, the higher the goal the better the performance, 
assuming sufficient ability and commitment; 
3. Specific, difficult goals lead to better performance than goals of "do your best" or 
no goals; 
4. Using short-term goals plus long-term goals leads to better performance than 
using long-term goals alone; 
5. Goals affect performance by directing activity, mobilizing effort, increasing 
persistence, and motivating the search for appropriate task strategies; 
6. Goal setting is most effective when there is feedback showing the degree of progress 
in relation to the goal; 
7. With goals that are difficult, the higher the degree of commitment the better the 
performance; 
8. Commitment can be affected by asking the individual to accept the goal, showing 
support, allowing participation in the setting of the goal, training, selection, and 
incentives and rewards; 
9. Goal attainment will be facilitated by a suitable plan of action or strategy 
especially when the task is complex or long-term; 
10. Competition will improve performance to the degree that it leads to the setting of 
higher goals and/or increases goal commitment. 
Locke and Latham (1985) suggested that such a use of goal setting can be used in 
all types of sport, at all levels of skill and professionalism, by individuals or teams, in 
practice or in competition, but that any specific instance will depend upon the individual 
and the particular sport. They also emphasized that the goals must be based upon the 
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capabilities and long-term aspirations of the particular individual. Although Locke and 
Latham (1985) suggested that the sporting environment is similar to that found in many 
organizational environments, there does not appear to be any consistency in the research 
evidence within sporting environments to support their proposals. Indeed, Weinberg, 
Bruya and Jackson (1985) suggested that there may be some differences between the 
organizational and sporting environments. Weinberg et al. (1985) offered three 
explanations as to why the observed effects of goal setting in the organizational setting did 
not emerge in sport experiments carried out in the field. Firstly, they pointed to the 
nature of the subject population in these experiments and suggested that the participants, 
typically physical education students, may be highly motivated to perform sporting tasks. 
This leads to the question, is it something in the personality of the subjects, do they have 
a high need to achieve, or is it the task itself which motivates the subjects? Secondly, 
Weinberg et al. (1985) considered the nature of the tasks involved in the field studies. 
Typically they were endurance activities and it was suggested that there may well be 
performance ceilings which may have masked goal setting effects. Considering Locke et 
al's. (1981) proposal that goals will only work if they encourage increased effort, Hall 
and Byrne (1988) suggested that the findings from sport were hardly surprising if 
physical ceilings prevent further effort. The third explanation offered by Weinberg et al. 
(1985) was that subjects in the 'control' or 'no goals ' groups in these experiments may 
have been setting themselves goals despite instructions not to do so. 
It is useful at this stage to briefly outline some of the research that has been 
conducted in the sporting context. 
2.9 The Research Evidence 
One of the first applications of goal setting that has been related to the sporting 
environment was the work of Hollingsworth (1975) who examined the effects of 
performance goals and anxiety, both trait and state, on learning a gross motor task. 
Ninety junior high school subjects were divided into either a high or low anxious group 
on the basis of the trait version of Spielberger's (1966) State-Trait Anxiety Inventory. 
The subjects from both these groups were randomly assigned to one of three groups; a 
performance goal group, a verbal encouragement group and a control group. Performance 
was measured on a one-handed, 5 minute, juggling task over 12 school days. Subjects in 
the verbal encouragement group were verbally encouraged to "do your best" while 
subjects In the goal group were given a goal based on their previous trial. The results 
showed no significant differences in gross motor performance across groups which 
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conflicted with the results of several earlier studies (Locke and Bryan, 1966a, 1966b, 
1967) which had found that subjects with specific goals produced higher performance 
than subjects with vague, general goals. Hollingsworth (1975) offered several 
explanations for the inconsistencies in the various studies. Firstly, she argued that 
whenever subjects are given feedback (which is essential for the goal setting process) 
people can set goals for themselves. Consequently, the control or verbal encouragement 
groups could actually have been setting themselves specific goals based upon the feedback 
received during the experiment. Another explanation offered was that the goals which 
were set may not have been difficult enough. Locke (1966) stated that a goal reached less 
than 30% of the time could be seen as difficult, yet in the study by Hollingsworth 
(1975), the goals were reached 44% of the time. Given that research has suggested that 
only hard, attainable goals would improve performance (Dey and Maur, 1965; 
Locke, 1967), it is perhaps not surprising that no difference was found in performance 
in this study. Hollingsworth further explained that one of the most important differences 
between this study and other goal setting studies was the time length of the trials. The 
trial in Hollingsworth's study was only 5 minutes as compared with 20 minutes (Mace, 
1935), 10 minutes (Locke, 1966), and 90 to 120 minutes (Locke and Bryan, 1967). 
In the studies with 20 minute and 90-120 minute trials the researchers suggested that 
the difference between groups was due entirely to the goal groups showing vastly higher 
output towards the end of trials; that is, it appeared that specific goal setting had the 
effect of prolonging effort during the later stages. Hollingsworth concluded that due to the 
fact that some of her findings were supported while others were rejected, the facilitative 
effects of goal setting by an external source could not be generalized across varied tasks. 
Barnett and Stanicek (1979) moved closer to the sporting environment when 
they investigated the effects of goal setting upon achievement in archery. The subjects 
were 30 university undergraduates who were enrolled in a beginners archery class. They 
were randomly assigned to one of two groups; one that had group conferences only and the 
other that had group conferences plus goal setting. The group conference consisted of the 
instructor simply discussing problem areas in the skill of archery. The subjects who 
received goal setting were instructed to set numerical and verbal goals. The task was 
archery shooting from a distance of twenty yards and performance was recorded three 
times; during week 1, week 6 and week 10 of the 10 week course. The results showed 
that, when initial differences were controlled for, the goal setting group achieved 
significantly higher scores. Barnett and Stanicek (1979) argued that the goal setting 
procedure may have acted to increase motivation and maintain task interest and 
consequently task performance. 
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An interesting investigation of goal difficulty and endurance performance was 
carried out by Weinberg, Bruya, Jackson and Garland (1987). The purpose of their 
study was to determine whether unrealistically high goals produce performance 
decrements in a physical education activity setting. Garland (1983) had questioned the 
assumption that unattainable goals would lead to decreases in performance and pointed to 
laboratory research where performance improved even under increasingly difficult goal 
difficulty levels (Garland, 1983; Locke, 1965; Locke , 1982). Consequently, Weinberg 
et al. (1987) decided to investigate this assumption further and designed two 
experiments. In the first experiment, 30 subjects were randomly assigned to an easy, 
moderate or extremely hard goal condition, performing various numbers of sit-ups over 
a five week period. The results indicated no differences between the groups. The second 
experiment, used the same task but this time randomly assigned 123 subjects to either a 
'very hard', a 'highly improbable' or 'do your best' condition. The 'very hard' goal 
condition was designed based upon evidence from a previous study (Weinberg, Bruya and 
Jackson, 1985) and assigned a goal equal to a 40 sit-up increase above baseline in sit- 
up performance. This was based upon the fact that only approximately 10% of subjects in 
the study improved by this amount over a five week period. Similarly, the 'highly 
improbable' goal condition required subjects to achieve a goal that was 60 sit-ups above 
their baseline measure. Their results suggested that there were no significant 
performance differences and when manipulation checks were analysed it was found that 
subjects from both studies accepted their goals, tried hard to reach their goal and 
accurately perceived the difficulty of their goal. Tentative explanations were offered for 
the lack of significant differences between the groups. The authors cited an earlier study 
by Weinberg et al. (1985) which pointed to the fact that all the subjects were volunteers 
and this may have created a situation where all the subjects were highly motivated to 
improve their performance regardless of which group they were placed into. Another 
explanation, as mentioned earlier by Hollingsworth (1975), is that the subjects may 
have set their own goals regardless of which group they were actually assigned to. This 
was verified by the fact that there was a strong relationship between subjects' own goals 
on each trial and their subsequent sit-up performance. In summary, Weinberg et al. 
(1987) concluded that goal attainability may not be a necessary prerequisite for 
improvements in performance and further suggested that the conclusions drawn from the 
industrial and organizational environments cannot automatically be applied to physical 
education and sport settings. 
Hall, Weinberg and Jackson (1987) continued to investigate the goal setting 
relationship and, more specifically, investigated the effects of goal specificity, goal 
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difficulty and information feedback upon endurance performance. Firstly, they were 
interested in the relationship between goal difficulty, specificity and performance, and 
secondly, the relationship between different types of information feedback, goals and 
performance. The task under consideration was a hand dynamometer endurance task 
where subjects were asked to hold one-third maximum contraction for as long as 
possible. The subjects were randomly assigned to one of three groups; "do your best", 
"improve by 40 seconds" or "improve by 70 seconds", and feedback was either delivered 
concurrently or at the end of each trial. Performance results showed that the 40 second 
and 70 second goal groups exhibited significantly more improvement than the "do your 
best" group. These results supported some of the findings from the organizational 
psychology literature (Locke, 1981) and the sports literature (Barnett and Stanicek, 
1979; Botterill, 1977) in that the subjects in the specific, difficult goal condition 
outperformed individuals in the vague, "do your best" condition. However, they did not 
totally support Locke's (1968) prediction which suggested that there would be a positive 
linear relationship between goal difficulty and performance. When applying Locke's 
1968 proposals to this particular situation, the 70 second goal condition would be 
expected to produce greater performance than the 40 second goal condition. This was not 
the case, however, and again several explanations were offered. Locke (1966) and 
Garland (1982) found that when subjects were assigned a low goal they invariably 
performed at a higher level. If the 40 second goal group perceived their goal as a low 
standard, this may partly explain the similar performance between themselves and the 
70 second group. A second explanation offered by Hall and his colleagues (1987) was that 
once the 40 second group had achieved their goals they may have set new goals and 
subsequently further enhanced motivation and performance. The laboratory setting for 
this experiment was different from the field situations of some of the earlier studies and 
also contained the situation where the subjects were unfamiliar with the task to be 
performed. The task employed by Hall et al. (1987) was a novel task which had little 
meaning to the subjects. However, the rationale given by Hall et al. (1987) for using 
such a novel task was that it may well be the activity itself which provides the 
motivational factor in sports settings rather than the technique of goal setting. In order to 
investigate the effects of goal setting alone, a novel task was employed. It was pointed out 
that although no competitive instructions or manipulations were included in the design, it 
is possible that the subjects in fact competed against one another, thus confounding the 
goal setting groups. The subjects in the "do your best" condition could well have been 
competing with subjects in the specific goal setting groups and therefore could have been 
adopting their goals (Hall et al., 1987). 
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Hall and Byrne (1988) attempted to clarify the anomolies that appear to exist 
when applying goal setting in sport. They identified the studies that appeared to support 
the findings from industrial and organizational settings (Barnett and Stanicek, 1979; 
Botterill, 1980; Burton, 1983; Hall et al., 1987), as well as those which appeared 
contradictory (Barnett, 1977; Hall, Weinberg and Jackson, 1983; Hollingsworth, 1979; 
Stitcher, Weinberg and Jackson, 1983; Weinberg et al., 1985; Weinberg, Bruya, 
Jackson and Garland, 1986). They noted that the vast majority of the goal setting results 
in sport which did not support the organizational and industrial literature were field 
studies while those that did lend some support were laboratory-based. Hall and Byrne 
(1988) suggested that when goal setting research is removed from the controlled 
laboratory setting to the actual sports environment, "... presently unknown elements 
within these environments prevent goal setting effects from being observed" (pg. 4). 
Furthermore, they pointed out that this was not necessarily a problem unique to the 
sports setting but common to field settings in general. 
In an attempt to overcome some of the experimental design problems identified by 
Weinberg et al. (1987), Hall and Byrne (1988) investigated whether performance 
would differ between subjects with assigned goals as opposed to a general "do your best" 
condition when social comparison and competition was controlled for. They randomly 
assigned 43 males and 11 females by recreation class into one of four experimental 
conditions; (a) long-term goals, (b) long-term plus experimenter-set intermediate 
goals, (c) long-term plus subject-set intermediate goals, and (d) do-your-best goals. 
Following a baseline trial under do best instructions, subjects performed three trials on 
an endurance task under their assigned experimental conditions. Their results indicated 
that when adequate control is built into the design of a field experiment support does exist 
for Locke's (1968) original theory of goal setting where specific, difficult goal groups do 
outperform control groups. However, one important aspect to be taken into consideration 
when discussing Hall and Byrne's (1988) study is that they found, via additional 
questionnaire items, that 55% of subjects in the control group were in fact still setting 
goals and 56% of the subjects overall engaged in some form of competition. They 
concluded that social comparison was just one extraneous variable in the goal setting- 
performance relationship and recommended that coaches and physical educators must 
come to understand exactly how the goal setting process operates and how the introduction 
of such variables in sport either enhances or inhibits the effects of goal setting. 
Weinberg, Bruya and Jackson (1990) identified a potential limitation in the 
design of Hall and Byrne's (1988) study. They noted that when each recreation class was 
assigned to the different goal setting conditions, there was a confound in that there were 
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different instructors for the goal setting and control groups. Consequently, Weinberg et 
al. (1990) suggested that the differences in performance between the two groups that 
were identified by Hall and Byrne (1988) may possibly be explained by differences in 
teaching style, personality, motivation of the teacher and other individual differences. To 
further investigate the effects of goal setting whilst attempting to control for 
competition, Weinberg et al. (1990) replicated the study of Hall and Byrne (1988) but 
this time used the same teacher across goal groups. The results of Weinberg et al. 's 
(1990) study suggested that they were able to control for competition to a greater extent 
than Hall and Byrne (1988). Only 32% of the control group were found to be setting 
goals, whilst only 38% indicated that they had engaged in competition. This compared 
favourably with the figures in the Hall and Byrne (1988) study which were 55% and 
56% respectively. With greater control over the competition element, no differences 
emerged between the different goal conditions. Weinberg et al. (1990) interpreted these 
results as indicating that the differences between goal condition reported by Hall and 
Byrne (1988) were in fact due to differences in the class teachers and not due to the 
different goal setting conditions. In other words, Weinberg et al. (1990) did not find any 
evidence in support of the assumption that goal setting would enhance performance. 
Weinberg et al. (1990) accepted that although they had reduced the amount of 
competition and spontaneous goal setting, they did not eliminate it. They concluded that 
future researchers should become more aware of how the extraneous variables such as 
social comparison and competition operate and interact with goal setting in physical 
activity and sport environments. 
One further point to note from the study of Weinberg et al. (1990) is that they 
referred to the "equivocal results" of the effects of goal setting in sport and exercise. The 
majority of the goal setting literature in sport before this 1990 article only refers to 
goal setting in the sporting environment and not 'sport' and 'exercise'. Without wishing to 
become involved in definitions of sport and exercise, the point of interest is that they 
may now be viewed as different types of environment. If this is the case, does goal setting 
operate in the same way in both types of environment? Indeed, upon closer scrutiny of 
the literature reviewed so far, which supposedly investigates the same environment, that 
is sport, at least three different types of task have been examined. There are motor tasks 
(Hollingsworth, 1975), endurance tasks (Weinberg et al., 1987) and sporting tasks 
(Barnett and Stanicek, 1979). Should investigation of these different types of task be 
combined and be seen as representative of an investigation into sport? Is it surprising 
that the results are equivocal when both laboratory and field environments have been 
under investigation? Does goal setting operate differently when different types of task 
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are employed? Does goal setting operate differently under different types of 
environmental manipulation? 
2.10 Implications of the Research for the Future Study of Goal Setting in Sport 
The literature involving goal setting in sport may appear somewhat confusing. 
Indeed, Beggs (1990) suggested that this area "may seem like a catalogue of unanswered 
questions, and there is no doubt that many others could be posed"(p. 164). What are the 
implications that emerge from this review of the goal setting literature in terms of 
further investigation into this area? 
1. Adoption of a Control Systems Type Approach 
Although there has been some investigation into how and why the goal setting 
process operates in organizational environments, there has been little, if any, study 
attempting such an approach within a sporting environment. Consequently, a control 
systems approach which incorporates certain mediating variables may provide a novel 
investigation of goal setting. Such an approach would enable a dynamic view of the goal 
setting process, allowing feedback to enter back into the system (Person) to be evaluated, 
as opposed to a 'snapshot' picture of one moment in time. Thus, a design such as that 
outlined by Erez and Zidon (1984) which allows a repeated number of trials under 
varying conditions could be viewed as providing such an approach. 
2. The Role of Moderating and Mediating Variables 
The vast amount of research into goal setting and performance has identified a 
number of important person and situation variables which cannot be ignored. These 
variables may be classified as either mediating or moderating the goal setting process. 
Contemporary definitions of mediation and moderation appear somewhat blurred at both 
the theoretical and operational levels of explanation (James and Brett, 1984). James and 
Brett concluded that although mediation and moderation are distinguishable processes, a 
particular variable may be both a mediator and a moderator within a single set of 
functional relations. 
For the purposes of this thesis, the mediating variables under consideration will 
be those of goal acceptance, subjective goal difficulty and effort as they may be viewed as 
being unstable factors sensitive to situational change. Alternatively, the moderating 
variables will be those of ability on the task and goal origin, as these may be viewed as 
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being fairly stable factors within any environment. Obviously, these classifications are 
subjective, but do at least create a framework from which to begin an investigation into 
goal setting. 
3. The Nature of the Subject Population 
It has been identified that the nature of the subject population involved in sport 
may differ from that of the subjects in many of the organisational studies and that this 
may help explain why expected goal setting effects did not occur in sporting situations. 
This thesis will not attempt to compare the personality characteristics of 'sport' and 'non- 
sport' groups, although this may obviously be an interesting area for future research. 
Instead, this thesis will confine its investigation only to a 'sporting population' as defined 
by virtue of being a physical education student or major games player. 
4. The Nature of the Task 
It has been suggested that if the task under consideration in an experimental 
setting is inherently motivating, any goal setting effects may be masked. In order to 
overcome this situation, novel tasks have to be employed that have very little or no 
meaning to the subjects under consideration. The perceptual speed task as employed by 
Erez and Zidon (1984) would appear to be suitable for this purpose. 
5. Environmental Manipulation 
Whilst there appears to have been several studies investigating various aspects of 
goal setting, there does not appear to be any consideration of whether individuals react 
differently under differing environmental conditions. More precisely, the sporting 
environment is sometimes regarded as being 'stressful', where there are many demands 
placed upon the performer. This thesis will attempt to investigate whether the goal 
setting variables outlined above are sensitive to situation manipulation, particularly 
those which are most often found in sporting environments. 
These are just some of the many implications for future research that appear to 
emerge even from a selective review of the goal setting literature. This thesis will 
attempt to address some of the above issues in a systematic fashion. 
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The primary purpose of Experiment 1 was to establish an appropriate 
experimental design and measure of task performance that would enable investigation 
into the goal setting process among a population actively involved In sport as highlighted 
in Chapter 2. Although there has been an abundance of research on different aspects of 
goal setting, there has been relatively little Investigation Into the complex Interaction of 
the processes underlying the goal setting process Itself. Whilst Campion and Lord 
(1982) have suggested a general control systems approach, other researchers have 
investigated the role of specific variables such as goal acceptance (Erez and Zidon, 
1984), goal difficulty (Locke, 1968) and effort (Stedry and Kay, 1966). In an attempt 
to combine both these approaches, a descriptive summary model may be helpful In 
understanding the goal setting process. This model Is outlined In Figure 3.1 and 
characterises a cognitive psychological approach to the goal setting process which 
specifies certain key variables that may be examined. 
The goal setting variables of subjective goal difficulty, goal acceptance and effort 
are conceptualised as operating within a control systems framework. The whole process 
begins with the acknowledgement of some target or goal, namely the objective goal. This 
may be a self-set target, Imposed by somebody external to the individual, or it may be 
agreed between the Individual and an external body. A comparator mechanism Is seen to 
operate within the individual. The comparator receives information about the original 
goal as well as feedback from the remainder of the system. This feedback may be viewed 
as both cognitive and behavioural in nature. The cognitive feedback originates from the 
decision mechanism within the system, whereas the behavioural feedback is generated 
from information about the effort that the individual exerts and also the eventual 
performance outcome. The comparator mechanism matches Information about the 
demands of the task (i. e. reaching the objective goal) with the available resources that 
the individual brings to the system. For example, the individual will have a given level of 
ability on the task in question. When an objective goal is considered alongside the 
individual's ability level, that individual may possibly generate a perception of how 
difficult that particular goal will be. This perception may be considered as subjective 
goal difficulty. Alongside this level of perceived goal difficulty, the individual is 
considered to evaluate whether or not he/she accepts the objective goal that has been set. 
Acceptance is the degree to which the person initially internalises the goal. A high degree 
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Figure 3: Cognitive-Psychological Approach to the Goal Setting Process 
(An Adapted Control Systems Model) 
Feedback Feedback 
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of acceptance would indicate that the goal has been adopted, whereas a low level of 
acceptance may indicate goal rejection. Based upon subjective goal difficulty and goal 
acceptance information, the decision mechanism determines the individual's response to 
the initial goal. The major role of the decision mechanism is to maintain equilibrium 
within the system. For example, if there is a discrepancy between the objective goal 
level and the level of the individual performance, some corrective action is required that 
is determined by the decision mechanism. If the original goal is too high, some cognitive 
change may be initiated whereby the initial goal is lowered. Alternatively, the individual 
may feel that this discrepancy may be reduced by increasing effort and performance 
thereby suggesting a behavioural change. The system outlined above only operates to 
maintain equilibrium if there is sufficient feedback to the comparator and only if there 
is an objective goal that is clearly stated. If these elements are not present some 
imbalance may be created within the system; for example, where performance outcome 
is always lower than the objective goal. If such situations arise and continue without 
modification, problems may arise; for example, a reduction in the self confidence within 
the individual or more specifically a reduction in self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). 
Using a modified version of Locke's (1968) model, Erez and Zidon (1984) 
attempted to investigate some of the mechanisms underlying the goal setting process by 
including the variables of goal acceptance, subjective goal difficulty and feedback. They 
assumed that externally-set goals are internally processed and evaluated for their 
acceptability, with accepted goals becoming self-set ones which consequently have a 
direct effect upon performance. Erez and Zidon hypothesized that goal acceptance 
moderates the relationship between goal difficulty and task performance in that the 
relationship is: (a) positive and linear for accepted goals; (b) negative and linear if the 
goal is rejected; and (c) combining these first two statements, slope reversal from a 
positive to negative linear relationship is associated with transitions from positive to 
negative values of goal acceptance. Their study required 140 technicians and engineers to 
complete a series of perceptual speed tasks which were based upon those adopted by 
Moran and Mefferd (1959). These tests required subjects to determine how many digits 
in a row were the same as the one circled to the left of each row. Total performance score 
was the number of correct digits crossed off. Erez and Zidon's (1984) procedure began 
with the determination of several objective probability levels (p); that is, the likelihood 
of a number of rows being completed within the 2 minutes allowed for the perceptual 
speed task. These probabilities were obtained in a pre-test that was conducted on another 
sample that was randomly selected from the same population. The instructions to these 
pre-test subjects were "to do your best" in three 2 minute trials. Performance scores 
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from the third trial were used to fit a normal distribution whereupon seven goals and 
their corresponding objective difficulty levels were assigned. The objective goal 
difficulty levels were: (a) 10 rows, p=0.9; (b) 14 rows, p=0.5; (c) 17 rows, p=0.3; 
(d) 20 rows, p=0.1; (e) 23 rows, p=0.02; (f) 25 rows, p=0.005; (g) 27 rows, 
p=0.000. The experiment consisted of a two-phase experimental condition conducted 3 
weeks apart and a control condition conducted in parallel to the experimental condition. 
The 140 subjects were randomly divided into seven work groups of about 20 subjects 
per group. Five groups (n=104) were randomly assigned to the experimental condition 
and two groups (n=36) constituted the control condition. Subjects in all groups were 
given two 2-minute practice trials and upon completion of this practice the subjects in 
the experimental condition completed seven 2-minute trials in which goal difficulty was 
increased progressively from Trial 1 (very easy, 10 rows, p=0.9) to Trial 7 (very 
difficult, 27 rows, p=0.00). Prior to the start of each trial, subjects were required to 
answer two questions, one on subjective goal difficulty and one on goal acceptance. 
Subjective goal difficulty was measured by asking subjects to indicate their perceived 
goal difficulty on a9 point Likert-type scale which ranged from very easy (1) to very 
difficult (9). Goal acceptance was similarly measured on a9 point scale ranging from 
"strongly agree" (+4) to strongly disagree (-4). The procedure for the control 
condition was the same as in the experimental condition except that goal difficulty 
remained unchanged across the seven trials as the general, "do best" goal was assigned. 
The same procedure was repeated for Phase 2 of the experiment in which 67 of the 
original 104 subjects in the experimental condition participated. The procedures for the 
two phases were identical except that Phase 2 contained additional instructions that were 
included to increase the variance in goal acceptance and also to reduce the overall levels 
of acceptance. This was thought to be a necesary manipulation to ensure the rejection of 
impossible goals. 
As expected, subjective goal difficulty increased with objective goal difficulty for 
the experimental group. Not surprisingly, these increases in goal difficulty were 
accompanied by decreases in goal acceptance. Erez and Zidon's Phase 2 results supported 
the hypothesis that performance is linearly and positively related to difficulty for 
accepted goals and linearly and negatively related to goals that are rejected. 
Furthermore, the shift from positive and linear to negative and linear occurred at the 
transition from Trial 3 (p=0.3) to Trial 4 (p=0.1). At this same point, there was a 
shift from positive goal acceptance scores to negative scores (i. e. goal rejection). The 
results of Erez and Zidon's (1984) study suggested, therefore, that the critical point at 
which goals are rejected (i. e. the acceptance-rejection threshold) lies between the 0.3 
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and 0.1 objective goal difficulty levels. The implication of Erez and Zidon's (1984) 
findings are that performance will improve as goal difficulty increases to the 0.3 level 
but further increases in difficulty, which result in goal rejection, will produce 
performance decrements. One drawback with Erez and Zidon's experimental design, 
however, was that they did not include intermediate levels of difficulty between 0.3 and 
0.1. Consequently, the authors could not determine precisely where the acceptance- 
rejection threshold actually occurred. Motowidlow, Loehr and Dunnette (1978) had 
earlier reported findings to suggest that the threshold lies between the 0.5 and 0.2 
objective goal dificulty levels. Thus, the exact location of the acceptance-rejection 
threshold appears uncertain. Consequently, one aim of this experiment was to attempt to 
identify the location of this critical threshold. 
One of the major reasons suggested for decrements in performance at 
'unrealistically high' goal difficulty levels is lack of commitment or effort. Locke 
(1968) stated that individuals who ".. stop trying when confronted by a hard task (i. e. 
those uncommited to a goal) are people who have decided that the goal is impossible to 
reach and who no longer are trying for that goal" (p. 164). Locke et al. (1981) referred 
to goal commitment as the determination to try for a goal, implying extension of effort 
towards accomplishing a goal. Stedry and Kay (1966) earlier postulated that increases 
in difficulty are accompanied by increases in effort and hence performance in the case of 
accepted goals; however, when goals are rejected, further increases in difficulty result 
in reduced effort and performance impairment (Note 3.1). 
One of the major aims of this first experiment was to establish a valid 
experimental design which would enable examination of the underlying mechanisms of 
the goal setting process. More specifically, the experiment was designed to investigate 
the mediating effects of goal acceptance and effort upon the relationship between goal 
difficulty and performance when specific goals are set. The experimental design adopted 
also aimed at providing a more precise measure of the point at which the acceptance- 
rejection threshold occurs. The research design adopted in this study was based largely 
on that reported by Erez and Zidon (1984), with the additional incorporation of a 
question relating to effort and also a greater number of goal difficulty levels. Erez and 
Zidon (1984) hypothesized that the degree to which individuals accept goals is a major 
determinant of performance and consequently divided their sample into low, medium and 
Note 3.1: Whilst the concepts of effort and commitment have been identified as being similar in 
nature, it should be noted that they are not exactly the same. Chapter 2 provided working 
definitions of these concepts for the purposes of this thesis. It should also be noted that at this 
stage of the thesis, there was no known measure of goal commitment and therefore effort was 
the variable considered in the first experiment. 
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high acceptors when analysing their results. However, goal acceptance has since been 
further investigated by Ho'ilenbeck and Klein (1987) who found self-efficacy (i. e. 
situation-specific self-confidence) to be a crucial determining factor. The most 
important predictor of self-efficacy, and hence goal acceptance, has been shown to be the 
ability of the individual as reflected by past performance (Bandura, 1977). Thus, in the 
experiment reported here, it was proposed, on the basis of Bandura's (1977) work, that 
ability on the task would determine the degree to which the subjects accepted the goals. 
Following the procedure of Erez and Zidon (1984), subjects were randomly 
assigned to either a 'specific goals group', where increasingly difficult goals were 
imposed, or a vague, 'general goals group' in which "do your best" instructions were 
delivered. The following hypotheses were examined in this investigation: 
1. Performance would be higher overall in the specific goals group than in the 
general goals group; 
2. In the specific goals group, goals would be accepted up to and including the 0.3 
objective goal difficulty level but further increases in difficulty would result 
in goal rejection; 
3. In the specific goals group, performance would increase up to the point at 
which the acceptance-rejection threshold was crossed, but after this point 
would decrease as difficulty continued to rise; 
4. The ability level of the subjects in the specific goals group would moderate the 
levels of goal acceptance, effort and subjective goal difficulty. 
Method 
The subjects examined in this study were 120 undergraduate students in the 
Department of Physical Education and Sports Science at Loughborough University. This 
sample comprised 60 males and 60 females with ages ranging from 18 to 23 
(Mean=20.17; S. D. =1.49). 
Task 
Subjects were required to perform a perceptual speed task which was based on 
that reported and employed by Erez and Zidon (1984), and recommended by Bittner, 
Carter, Kennedy, Harbeson and Krause (1986) for repeated measures applications. This 
task comprised twenty rows of digits with thirty digits in each row. To the left of each 
row was a criterion digit in brackets. Each row contained six randomly-occurring 
criterion digits in order to impose consistency across the different versions of the task. 
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Subjects were required to cross off as many criterion digits as possible in one minute 
(Note 3.2). They were instructed to proceed along consecutive rows and from left to 
right along each row. A perceptual speed score was calculated by summing the number of 
digits correctly crossed off. A total error score was also calculated by combining errors 
of omission (failure to cancel a criterion digit) and errors of commission (cancelling a 
non-criterion digit). (See Appendix 1). 
Design and Procedure 
The male and female subjects were semi-randomly* assigned to either a specific 
goals group or a general goals group, with each group containing 30 males and 30 
females. For the specific goals group, objective goal difficulty was determined by the 
objective probability of a certain number of digits being crossed off within a one-minute 
period. Calculation of these probabilities was based upon the methodology reported by 
Erez and Zidon (1984). A pre-test was conducted on a sample of 70 undergraduate 
physical education and sports science students which involved three one-minute trials in 
which each subject was instructed to "do your best". Performance scores on the third 
trial (Mean=68.81, S. D. =7.29) were used to fit a normal distribution. Based on that 
distribution, eight goals and their corresponding objective goal difficulty levels were 
calculated: (a) 58 digits, p=0.9; (b) 64 digits, p=0.7; (c) 68 digits, p=0.5; (d) 70 
digits, p=0.4; (e) 72 digits, p=0.3; (f) 75 digits, p=0.2; (g) 78 digits, p=0.1; and (h) 
87 digits, p=0.01. The first seven objective goal difficulty levels were selected in order 
to examine at what point the acceptance-rejection threshold was reached. The final goal 
difficulty level was set at the 0.01 goal difficulty level to ensure that rejection did 
occur. This was necessary in order to test the hypothesis relating to performance after 
rejection had taken place. The subjects from both specific and general goal conditions 
were tested in small groups of approximately 15 people per group. This testing 
procedure was adopted essentially for practical reasons. Subjects were easily available 
in these groups and testing in this way reduced the overall time for data collection to 
manageable levels. 
Specific Goals Group 
At the beginning of the experiment, all subjects performed three one-minute 
practice trials in which each subject was instructed to "do your best". Performance 
Note 3.2: It should be noted that the task employed in this thesis was a one minute version of 
the perceptual speed task. This was different to the two minute version adopted by Erez and 
Zidon (1984). This was necessary in order to allow each subject to perform the task a number 
of times without the overall experimental time becoming too 
long and impractical. 
*Throughout the study 'semi-randomly is used to describe the procedure in which the sample 
was first divided into male and female subjects and at that point randomly assigned to the two 
different goal groups. 
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scores on the third trial were calculated by the subjects themselves and, following Erez 
and Zidon (1984), were taken to be a measure of original ability*. On completion of the 
practice trials, each subject then performed eight one-minute trials, with goal 
difficulty progressively increasing from trial 1 to trial 8 (See Note 3.3). Goals were 
assigned at the beginning of each trial with written instructions; for example: " Your 
goal on this trial is to complete as far as the digit which is marked. This is the 58th 
digit". The digit corresponding to the goal that had been set was underlined and was easily 
recognisable within the body of numbers comprising the task. Subjects were instructed 
that if they reached the digit underlined they should continue to cross off as many 
digits as possible within the remaining time. Before subjects started each trial, they 
were asked to respond to two questions; one relating to goal acceptance and one relating to 
subjective goal difficulty. After each trial, subjects were asked to answer one further 
question relating to perceived effort. (See Appendix 2). 
Goal Acceptance 
Before each trial, but after the goal had been assigned, subjects were asked to 
indicate the extent to which they accepted the goal on a 9-point Likert-type scale ranging 
from 'strongly accept' (+4) to 'strongly reject' (-4). The exact question was: " To what 
extent do you 'accept' this goal? ". Following Erez and Zidon (1984), a negative score was 
taken to indicate rejection of the goal, while a positive score was taken to indicate 
acceptance of the goal which had been set. On completion of each trial, subjects were able 
to compare the target (as marked on the test sheet) with the number actually achieved. 
This information may have been important in determining future goal acceptance and 
effort. 
Subjective Goal Difficulty 
Following Erez and Zidon (1984), before each trial, but after responding to the 
goal acceptance question, subjective goal difficulty was measured by asking subjects to 
indicate their perceived goal difficulty on a 9-point Likert-type scale ranging from 
'very difficult' (9) to 'very easy' (1). The exact question was: " How difficult do you 
think that this goal is to achieve? ". 
Note 3.3: It is acknowledged that these trials were not randomised and that there may be some 
confounding effect across time. However, the non-randomised design was the one adopted by 
Erez and Zidon (1984) and was, therefore, adopted in this experiment. 
'It should be noted that the "original ability" term was used in line with Erez and Zidon's 
(1984) original work but would better be viewed throughout this thesis as a level of "baseline 
performance". 
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Effort 
On completion of each trial subjects were asked: " How much effort did you exert 
in trying to achieve this goal? ". Once again, responses to this question were on a 9-point 
Likert-type scale ranging from 'very much' (9) to 'very little' (1) (Note 3.4). 
_ 
General Goals Group 
The initial experimental procedure for the general goals group was the same as 
that for the specific group. On completion of the practice trials, each subject then 
performed eight one-minute trials with the goal for each trial being the vague, general 
goal of " Do your best". Subjects in this group were not asked the questions relating to 
goal acceptance or goal difficulty as these were felt to be rather ambiguous questions 
when such a vague, general goal had been set. However, after each trial the subjects were 
asked to rate their levels of perceived effort whilst performing the trial. (See Appendix 
3). 
Results 
Homogenei of Groups on Original Ability 
There was no significant difference (t=0.81; p>0.05) in the original ability 
levels of the specific (Mean=68.81; S. D. =7.29) and the general (Mean=67.78; 
S. D. =7.07) goals groups. 
Between Group Analyses 
Effort scores were analysed using repeated measures two-way analyses of 
variance. The factors were group (specific versus general) by trial (1-8). Trials 1-8 
in the specific goals group represented progressively increasing objective difficulty 
levels (p=0.9,0.7,0.5,0.4,0.3,0.2,0.1 and 0.01 respectively), whilst for the 
general goals group trials 1-8 all represented "do your best" goals. The same analysis 
was performed on the performance scores and error scores, with the exception that the 
'trial' factor in this case also included the original ability trial which meant that there 
were 9 and not 8 levels as in the earlier analyses (Note 3.5). Follow-up Tukey tests 
Note 3.4: Whilst the mechanism or process of effort so far has been described as behavioural 
in nature, when attempting to assess the process via a questionnaire method there could be a 
valid argument for labelling the construct as primarily cognitive in nature. What is actually 
being measured via any questionnaire is an individual's perception of any given dimension. For 
the purposes of this thesis, effort as measured in this way shall be considered as a cognitive 
interpretation of a behavioural process. 
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were employed to determine where significant differences between means were evident. 
Following Huck, Cormier and Bounds (1974), where significant interactions were 
evident, comparisons of main effects were considered inappropriate. Questions relating 
to goal acceptance and subjective goal difficulty were not presented to the general 
goals group as they were believed to be rather ambiguous when set in such a general 
condition. Consequently, these measures could not be compared across the groups. 
Performance Scores 
The analysis of variance (Note 3.6) revealed that the interaction between group 
and trial was significant (F(8,944)=8.77; p<0.01) (See Appendix Table 3.1) and is 
shown in Figure 3.1. In the specific goals group there was an increase from the original 
ability score to the score at the first objective goal difficulty level, trial 1. The 
performance score on trial 1 was, in fact, lower than the scores on trial 3 and trial 8, 
but apart from these differences performance remained stable as goal difficulty 
increased. In the general goals group, there was the same initial increase from the 
original ability score to the first "do your best trial". After this point, however, there 
was a trend for the scores to decrease to trial 3 but then to increase for the later trials. 
It should be noted that, in the general goals group, the performance score for trial 8 did 
not differ significantly from the score on trial 1. Considering between group differences, 
performance scores were higher in the specific goals group on trials 2,3,4,5 and 6. 
These results suggest therefore that although there were no differences at the beginning 
or end of the experimental trials, the specific goals group did outperfom the general 
goals group in the middle section of the experiment. Means and standard deviations for 
performance scores in each group are presented in Table 3.1. 
Performance errors 
The analysis of variance revealed a significant group by trial interaction 
(F(8,944)=3.49, p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 3.2) for performance errors. In the 
specific goals group, there were greater performance errors on trials 4 and 7 as 
compared to trial 1. No other differences emerged within this group. In the general goals 
Note 3.5: The original ability trial was included to act as a baseline score for both the general 
goals group and the specific goals group. It may be that the assignment of any goal would have a 
beneficial effect upon performance regardless of the level of difficulty or specificity. 
Note 3.6: The completed Anova Tables for all variables in all of the experiments reported in 
this thesis are given in the Appendix. Due to the fact that there are so many tables to be 
included, it was felt that to include them in the text would disrupt the reading of the results 
section. Consequently, for each analysis of variance, a reference number relating to the 
appendix is given in the main body of the text. 
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TABLE 3.1: Means and Standard Deviations of Performance Scores for the 
-------- 
Specific and General Goals Groups 
------------ -- --- --- ---------- ------------- TRIAL NUMBER AND OBJECTIVE GOAL DIFFICULTY LEVEL ------ 
TRIAL NO. Original Ability 1234 5 67 8 
OBJECTIVE 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.01 
DIFFICULTY 
Specific Goa ls 
Group 
Mean 68.81 73.78 75.50 76.38 75.50 75.18 76.18 74.96 77.15 
S. D. 7.29 9.37 9.01 9.55 10.16 8.38 8.94 10.59 12.30 
General Goals 
Group 
Mean 67.78 73.03 70.61 68.61 70.73 71.95 71.78 72.88 74.80 
S. D. 6.66 8.51 7.75 6.86 7.63 9.04 8.53 7.07 8.71 
TABLE 3.2: Means and Standard Deviations of Performance Errors for the 
Specific and General Goals Groups 
----------------------------------------------------------------- TRIAL NUMBER AND OBJECTIVE GOAL DIFFICULTY LEVEL 
TRIAL Original Ability 12345678 
OBJECTIVE 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.01 
DIFFICULTY 
Specific Goals 
Group 
Mean 
S. D. 
General Goals 
Group 
Mean 
S. D. 
0.97 0.67 1.08 0.88 1.42 0.83 1.10 1.45 1.35 
1.76 1.13 1.78 1.26 2.41 1.49 1.36 1.68 1.75 
0.83 0.72 0.38 1.12 0.82 1.05 0.92 0.83 0.98 
1.46 1.37 0.61 1.59 1.38 1.57 1.36 1.29 1.43 
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group, the only difference to emerge was between trials 2 and 3, with greater errors 
being evident on trial 3. Considering between group differences, the only difference to 
emerge was on trial 2 where performance errors were greater in the specific goals 
group as compared to the general goals group. As can be seen from Figure 3.2, error 
scores were relatively small and no clear pattern emerged. Means and standard 
deviations for both groups are shown in Table 3.2. 
Effort 
- The interaction between group and trial was significant 
(F(7,826)=9.71, p<0.01) (See Appendix Table 3.3) and is shown in Figure 3.3. In the 
general goals group, effort was generally stable across trial. In the specific goals group, 
however, there were increases in effort in the later, more difficult trials; that is, 
trials 6,7 and 8 all produced higher effort scores than trials 1 and 2. The only 
differences to emerge between the two groups were on trials 1 and 2 where greater 
effort was exhibited by the general goals group. This may have been a function of the 
'very easy' goals assigned to the specific goals group on trials 1 and 2. Means and 
standard deviations for both groups are shown in Table 3.3. 
Specific Goals Group Analyses 
In order to address the hypotheses which related to the specific goals group, goal 
acceptance, subjective goal difficulty, effort, performance and error scores were 
separately analysed using repeated measures two-way analyses of variance. 
The factors 
were original ability (high, medium and low) and trial 
(1-8). Subjects were assigned to 
high, medium, or low ability bands by ranking the subjects from 1 to 60 on the basis of 
their original ability score, with the top twenty subjects being classed as 
high ability, 
the next twenty as medium ability and the bottom twenty as the 
low ability (Note 3.7). 
As in the between groups analyses, there were 9 levels of the trial 
factor for 
performance scores and errors due to the 
inclusion of the 'original ability' trial. 
Goal Acceptance 
The analysis of goal acceptance revealed a significant interaction between 
ability and trial (F(14,399)=1.86, p<0.05)(See 
Appendix Table 3.4), with subjects in 
the different ability bands 
displaying different patterns of acceptance over trial. 
However, considering for a moment the main effect of trial 
(F(7,399)=149.64, 
p<0.01), that is ignoring the 
different ability bands, it would appear that the acceptance- 
rejection threshold was crossed at some 
point between the p=0.3 and p=0.1 goal 
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TABLE 3.3: Means and Standard Deviations of Effort Scores for the Specific and 
General Goals Groups 
TRIAL NUMBER AND OBJECTIVE GOAL DIFFICULTY LEVEL 
TRIAL 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 
OBJECTIVE 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.01 
DIFFICULTY 
Specific Goals 
Group 
Mean 5.55 6.06 6.50 6.86 6.97 7.35 7.70 7.55 
S. D. 2.30 2.24 2.33 2.05 2.01 1.82 1.66 1.98 
General Goals 
Group 
Mean 6.83 7.06 6.76 7.06 7.08 7.10 7.00 7.33 
S. D. 1.52 1.57 1.37 1.43 1.44 1.43 1.64 1.52 
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difficulty levels. At the p=0.2 level there was some uncertainty in that the reported 
acceptance score for the group as a whole was close to zero (see Figure 3.4). However, 
according to Huck, Cormier and Bounds (1974) these group results are superceded by 
the interaction between ability and trial. This has particular relevance in the goal 
acceptance results presented here. The interaction reported between ability band and 
trial suggests that any recommendation made when referring to the group as a whole 
should only be made with extreme caution (See later discussion). Means and standard 
deviations for the whole group are presented in Table 3.5. As can be seen in Figure 3.5, 
of particular interest is the different levels at which subjects in the different 
ability bands rejected the set goals. In the low ability band, there appeared to be 
uncertainty at the p=0.4 level (Mean=-0.05), but clear rejection at the p=0.3 level 
(Mean=-0.85). In the medium ability band, there was clearly acceptance at the p=0.3 
level (Mean=0.95), uncertainty at the p=0.2 level (Mean=0.1), but clear rejection at 
the p=0.1 level (Mean=-1.46). In the high ability band, there was clear acceptance at 
the p=0.3 (Mean=2.15) and p=0.2 (Mean=1.4) levels, but clear rejection at the p=0.1 
level (Mean=-0.45). Although the pattern of acceptance was similar in the low and high 
ability bands, the source of the interaction appears to lie in the medium ability band. At 
the lowest goal difficulty level, the medium ability subjects did not differ from the high 
ability subjects in terms of their reported acceptance of the assigned goal. However, 
acceptance was higher than the low ability subjects. At the highest goal difficulty level 
this pattern had changed. The medium ability subjects did not differ from the low ability 
band in terms of acceptance, but were reporting a lower level of acceptance than the high 
ability subjects. 
Subjective goal difficulty 
The Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficient of 0.99 between 
objective and subjective goal difficulty suggests that the manipulation of goal difficulty 
was successful. The analysis of variance results revealed a significant interaction 
between ability and trial (F(14,399)=2.42, p<0.01) (See Appendix Table 3.5). As can 
be seen in Figure 3.6, the pattern of perceived difficulty varied across the ability bands. 
Note 3.7: The implications for the statistical analysis of dividing the subjects into three groups 
in such a way are acknowledged by this author. Consequently, the above groups (Il=20) were 
trimmed in a systematic fashion in order to ensure that the assumptions of normality were 
retained. Analyses of the trimmed data, which compared three distinct groups each containing 
twelve subjects, revealed the same main effects and interactions as the original data. Thus, 
while recognizing the fact that the groups and group data may be slightly skewed by such an 
arbitrary method of splitting the subjects, this author is confident that, at least in this 
instance, the results that are discussed were not greatly affected. 
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TABLE 3.4: Means and Standard Deviations of Goal Acceptance for the Specific 
Goals Group 
--------------------------------------- TRIAL NUMBER AND OBJECTIVE GOAL DIFFICULTY LEVEL 
TRIAL NUMBER 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 
OBJECTIVE 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.01 
DIFFICULTY 
Mean 3.55 2.53 1.98 1.20 0.75 0.83 -1.47 -2.68 
S. D. 
------------ 
0.75 1.39 
------------ 
1.77 
----- 
2.15 
------ 
2.43 
------ 
2.56 
----- 
2.56 
----- 
2.23 
--------------- 
TABLE 3.5: Means and Standard Deviations of Subjective Goal Difficulty for the 
Specific Goals Group 
------------ -------------------------- -------------------- TRIAL NUMBER AND OBJECTIVE GOAL DIFFICULTY LEVEL 
TRIAL NUMBER 12 3 4 5 6 78 
OBJECTIVE 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.01 
DIFFICULTY 
Mean 2.58 4.40 5.00 5.70 6.13 6.83 7.82 8.52 
S. D. 
------ 
1.64 2.33 
------------ 
2.46 
----- 
2.46 
------ 
2.36 
------ 
2.34 
---- 
1.83 1.24 
-------------------- 
58 
Although the pattern was similar for the low and high ability subjects, the interaction 
appears to be a function of the pattern generated by the medium ability subjects. At the 
lowest goal difficulty level, the medium ability subjects did not differ from the high 
ability subjects in terms of their perceptions of goal difficulty. However, they did 
exhibit lower difficulty scores than the low ability subjects. As goal difficulty increased, 
the medium ability band reported higher difficulty scores than the high ability band but 
did not differ from those reported by the low ability subjects. Means and standard 
deviations for the whole group are presented in Table 3.5. 
Performance scores 
The analysis of variance of the performance scores showed that the 
interaction between ability and trial was significant (F(16,456)=1.83, p<0.01)(See 
Appendix Table 3.6). As can be seen in Figure 3.7, the pattern of scoring across trials 
varied slightly between the different ability bands. In the high and low ability bands, 
after the initial increase from original ability to trial 1, scores were constant across 
trial. In the medium ability band, however, there were performance increments with 
increases in goal difficulty. As well as the increase from original ability to trial 1, the 
scores on trials 4 (Mean=77.30), 6 (Mean=76.60), and 8 (Mean=78.20) were all 
higher than the score achieved on trial 1 (M=71.80). Means and standard deviations for 
the whole group are presented in Table 3.1. 
Performance errors 
The analysis of the error scores revealed a significant main effect across trial 
(F(8,456)=3.32, p<0.05)(See Appendix Table 3.7), with Tukey's follow-up test 
demonstrating a rather inconsistent pattern in that there were fewer errors in trial 1 
(Mean= 0.67) than in trial 4 (Mean=1.42), trial 7 (Mean=1.45) and trial 8 
(Mean=1.35). There were no other significant differences between trials. There was no 
significant main effect of ability (p>0.05), nor was there any significant interaction 
between trial and ability (p>0.05). Means and standard deviations for the whole group 
are presented in Table 3.2. 
Effort 
The analysis of the effort scores revealed that there was a significant 
interaction between ability and trial (F(14,399)=4.22, p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 
3.8) with the different ability groups exhibiting a variation in the patterning of effort 
across the eight trials. As can be seen in Figure 3.8, effort scores were stable in the low 
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ability group, but increased in the medium and high ability groups as objective goal 
difficulty increased. Means and standard deviations for the whole group are presented in 
Table 3.3. 
Discussion 
The primary aim of this experiment was to establish an experimental design 
which would allow investigation of certain mechanisms within the goal setting process. 
More specifically, it examined whether subjects assigned specific and difficult goals 
perform better than subjects assigned general, "do your best" goals. In the specific goals 
group, both the mediating effects of goal acceptance and effort and the moderating effects 
of ability upon the goal difficulty-performance relationship were also investigated. 
As expected, when considering the between group analyses, performance scores in 
the specific group were higher than in the general goals group (but with no difference in 
error scores), thus supporting the first hypothesis and also the earlier work of Locke 
(1968) and Locke et al. (1981). However, it is interesting to note that this difference 
in performance was not accompanied by a difference in perceived effort between the 
groups. This finding may be partly due to the fact that the subjects in the two groups 
may have adopted different frames of reference when responding to the question relating 
to effort; was an effort score of nine in the specific goals group, for example, equivalent 
to the same score in the general goals group? 
The interaction between group and trial on performance showed that the pattern 
of performance scores differed between the two groups. In the specific goals group 
performance was relatively stable across trial after an initial increase from the original 
ability score to the score on trial 1. It is particularly surprising to note that 
performance scores were stable even after goal rejection. It could be argued that the 
design of Erez and Zidon (1984), which was adopted for this study, had the effect of 
confounding practice with task difficulty. The progressive increases in task difficulty in 
the specific goals group may have allowed practice to mask the expected performance 
decrements once rejection had occurred. It may be that if the subjects had not received 
sufficient practice trials, they could still have been learning the task and improving 
with each successive trial. However, due to the relatively simple nature of the task 
(Bittner et al., 1986), it may be assumed that practice effects were minimal and should 
not, therefore, have interfered with the effects of task difficulty. 
In the general goals group, there was a similar increase from the original ability 
score to the score on trial 1, but after this point the pattern of performance across trial 
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differed from the specific group. It would appear, therefore, that the entry into 
experimental conditions (i. e. moving from 'original ability' to trial 1) had the effect of 
increasing performance regardless of which type of goal was assigned. Furthermore, in 
the general goals group, from trial 1 to trial 3 there was a trend for the scores to 
decrease, but then from trial 3 to trial 8, this trend was reversed and increases in 
performance emerged. The initial decrease in performance may have been a function of a 
decrease in the level of motivation, possibly due to a boredom effect. Conversely, the 
increase in performance in the later trials may have been due to an increase in the level 
of motivation, possibly due to the subjects implementing their own goal setting 
strategies. It is important to emphasize that there was no difference between 
performance on trials 1 and 8 in the general goals group, providing support for the 
argument that learning or practice effects were of minimal importance. 
The findings from this study suggest that the critical acceptance-rejection 
threshold, previously reported as lying between p=0.3 and p=0.1 (Erez and Zidon, 
1984), could not be identified any more precisely. Subjects in the specific goals group 
were clearly accepting the goal at the p=0.3 goal difficulty level and clearly rejecting it 
at the p=0.1 level. At the p=0.2 goal difficulty level there was no clear indication as to 
whether the group as a whole were accepting or rejecting the assigned goals. Thus, the 
second hypothesis was only partially supported. The purpose of attempting to obtain a 
precise numerical estimate of the acceptance-rejection threshold was to facilitate an 
effective goal setting programme. A system which continually assigns low goals, that are 
presumably always accepted, is unlikely to maximise the productivity of any given 
individual. Similarly, a system which is always assigning hard, unobtainable goals is 
also likely to have a negative influence. If the individual is never achieving the targets 
that are set, self-confidence and motivation may be reduced, again leading to sub-optimal 
performance. In order to identify the most appropriate and challenging goals for an 
individual, whatever the performance environment, some numerical labelling of the 
acceptance-rejection threshold is desirable. It should be noted, however, that such a 
numerical labelling may only be useful if in fact the goals relate directly to the 
individual. The design used in this study did not base goal difficulty levels upon the 
ability of a single individual but rather on the basis of a group mean. The usefulness of 
such a design is thus open to question and is examined more closely later in this 
discussion. 
The third hypothesis predicted that performance in the specific goals group would 
improve up to the point where the acceptance-rejection threshold was reached and then 
decrease as objective goal difficulty continued to increase. However, the results of this 
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study offer little support for this prediction. As described earlier, there was an initial 
increase in performance when the first specific goal was assigned, but then performance 
scores remained stable over the last seven trials. Thus, even when the subjects were 
rejecting the goals during the last two trials, performance scores did not decrease. 
Although these results are contrary to the findings of Erez and Zidon (1984), they would 
appear to support those reported by Weinberg et al. (1987) who found no performance 
decrements on a simple sit-up task even when the goal condition was clearly beyond the 
ability of the subjects. These authors offered several explanations for their 
contradictory results. Firstly, they pointed to the fact that the subjects in their study 
were volunteers who may have already been highly motivated to improve their 
performance. Weinberg et al. (1987) noted that the combination of an initial high level 
of motivation and salient physiological feedback may have precluded noticable goal effects 
upon performance scores since the subjects were already exerting maximum effort. The 
results of the study reported here may be partly explained in a similar manner. Salient 
feedback, in terms of performance scores, was available to the subjects after each trial 
in that they were able to calculate very quickly how far away they were from achieving 
their set target. Thus, it may be that if the subjects were highly motivated, the 
combination of this high level of initial motivation and appropriate, immediate feedback 
may have precluded noticable goal effects on performance. Levels of motivation were not 
directly assessed in this study, but the subjects may well have been fairly well 
motivated to perform the set tasks. This may be partly due to the fact that the subjects in 
this study were drawn from a population of physical education students which are not 
strictly representative of the normal population. These subjects have essentially self- 
selected into relatively competitive environments (i. e. sport and academia) and may 
well possess a greater competitive outlook and disposition to life than the normal 
population. It may be that these subjects are accustomed to encountering challenges and 
goal setting as a motivational technique. Consequently, such a subject population may 
react in a different manner to such a structured goal setting programme, and should not, 
therefore, be directly compared to earlier studies unless the subject population is 
similar in terms of personality characteristics. 
The final hypothesis predicted that in the specific goals group, ability would 
moderate the effects of goal difficulty on the mechanisms underlying the goal setting 
process. The significant two-way interactions on performance scores, effort, goal 
acceptance and goal difficulty suggest that ability is a major factor to be considered in the 
goal setting process. Whilst the exact sources of these interactions are difficult to 
isolate, one conclusion that may be drawn is that subjects of different ability levels not 
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only internalize the goals differently, in terms of goal acceptance and goal difficulty, but 
also respond differently in terms of effort and performance. In the specific goals group, 
the low ability band clearly rejected goals at the p=0.3 level while the medium and high 
ability bands did not clearly reject until the p=0.1 level. The fact that individuals of 
different original ability rejected at different levels of goal difficulty suggests that there 
may be a problem with the design adopted from Erez and Zidon's (1984) study. The goal 
levels were calculated from a distribution of scores taken from a sample of subjects 
from the same population, but not on the basis of individual's own ability levels. This 
design problem has been recognised for several decades. Although some researchers have 
heeded the warnings it is apparent that it has not always been taken into consideration in 
the design and implementation of goal setting programmes. Indeed, Heckhausen (1967) 
_ suggested that 
"running subjects individually in this way provided standards of 
proficiency uncontaminated by group standards, which have influenced the results in 
earlier studies" (p. 98). Consequently, the goal levels that were actually employed in the 
study reported here may have been challenging and difficult for some of the subjects for 
some of the time, but not for all of the subjects all of the time. There was partial support 
for this statement in the results relating to performance. When the group was analysed 
separately by ability band, there were performance increments in the medium ability 
band when goal difficulty was increased. It could be that the group goals related more to 
this middle group than either of the two extreme groups. This may not be surprising in 
that the low ability band may have found the group goals as being too difficult, whilst the 
high ability band may have perceived them as too easy. Given these considerations, it is 
hardly surprising that the overall expected pattern of results did not emerge as some of 
the subjects may have found it difficult to relate to the goals that were set for them. In 
Locke's (1968) terms, the goals may not have been totally accepted internally. It was 
clear that individuals reacted differently to the goals that were set for the group as a 
whole. Indeed, further support for this view is provided from the analyses of the goal 
difficulty data. The subjects' perceptions of goal difficulty showed that the low ability 
group reported the goals to be harder than the high ability group. If these self-reports 
are considered further, the objective goal difficulty levels cannot relate in exactly the 
same way across every individual. Once the perceptions of the individual have been 
affected, it is hardly surprising that the other internal mechanisms- of acceptance and 
effort are similarly affected. 
In summary, the findings from this study provide further support for the 
prediction that subjects presented with specific, difficult goals perform better than 
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subjects given vague, general goals. The critical acceptance-rejection threshold for 
specific goals in this study was identified to lie somewhere between the 0.3 and 0.1 
objective goal difficulty levels. At the 0.2 goal difficulty level, there was uncertainty as 
to whether to accept or reject the assigned goal. Contrary to expectations, both the 
performance scores and performance errors in the specific goals group were relatively 
stable as goal difficulty increased. Although performance scores were relatively stable 
over the last seven trials, effort actually increased at the harder goal difficulty levels. 
Thus, while an increase in effort was not associated with performance improvements, it 
may have contributed to the maintenance of performance when hard, unobtainable goals 
were imposed. These findings would appear to contradict some of the previous research 
outlined earlier. However, individuals' original ability was shown to be an important 
variable when analysing the mechanisms of the goal setting process. There were clear 
differences between different ability levels in goal acceptance, subjective goal difficulty, 
performance and effort. It may be that some of the inconsistent findings in the goal 
setting literature may be explained if individual differences were taken into 
consideration in the design of goal setting programmes. 
Two major implications emerged from this first experiment. Firstly, the 
assignment of specific, difficult goals was not associated with decreases in performance 
even when subjects reported goal rejection. This finding was somewhat contrary to 
expectations although the nature of the subject population (physical education students) 
may partially explain the results. It was expected that both effort and performance would 
decrease when subjects reported goal rejection. The fact that this did not occur may be 
due to physical education students being more accustomed to encountering goal setting 
environments and using self-regulating mechanisms which maintain behaviour even in 
the face of very hard goals. The second implication of the first study was that in order to 
maximise the effectiveness of goal setting techniques, individual goal setting programmes 
rather than group goals should be adopted. Although further investigation is required 
surrounding these two implications, the primary concern of the first experiment was 
satisfied, in that an appropriate experimental design had been constructed. This 
experiment has shown that it is possible to manipulate and control certain key variables 
associated with goal setting. This design will be developed in Experiment 2 so that the 
relationship between goal setting and anxiety may be investigated. 
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In Chapter 1 the sporting examples described illustrated that certain situations 
may be perceived as more stressful than others. It was highlighted that individual 
perceptions and actions may vary with changes in the performance environment. ! How 
will the goal setting variables under consideration in Chapter 3 be affected by such 
changes? Furthermore, what will be the reaction of the individual subjects in terms of 
the anxiety response to such changes? One of the environmental changes that may occur 
is that targets or goals of varying difficulty may be assigned either formally or 
informally to the individual about to perform. Experiment 2, attempts therefore, to 
further investigate the variables operating within the goal setting process whilst also 
attempting to monitor the anxiety response as a function of differing goal difficulty 
levels. 
The construct of anxiety has been studied widely in many different environments 
and a vast amount of research literature has been generated. It is beyond the scope of this 
section to review all of the literature on anxiety since this represents a huge area in 
itself; consequently, certain key areas which are particularly relevant to this thesis 
have been selected and are briefly described below. The following section includes brief 
descriptions of the nature of the anxiety response, the development of multidimensional 
competitive state anxiety research and its subsequent relationship with goal setting. 
4.1 The Nature of the Anxiety Response 
Spielberger (1966,1972) stated that for a theory of anxiety to be adequate, it 
must differentiate between anxiety as a mood state and as a personality trait. 
Consequently, Spielberger (1966) proposed a state-trait theory of anxiety which 
differentiated between state and trait anxiety and also among the stimulus conditions 
antecedent to both these forms of anxiety. State anxiety was defined as a transitory state, 
or how one feels at a specific instance in a given situation. Trait anxiety, on the other 
hand, was how one generally feels, or a relatively stable predisposition to perceive a 
wide range of situations as threatening and to respond to these with state anxiety. The 
state-trait theory of anxiety predicted that high trait anxiety individuals would react 
with greater state anxiety than low trait anxiety individuals across a broad range of 
situations. Consistent with his state-trait theory of anxiety, Spielberger (1966) 
developed the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) which differentiated between state 
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and trait anxiety. This has been used in sport psychology (Hackfort and Spielberger, 
1989) but such general anxiety measures have been found to be generally less effective 
state-anxiety predictors as situation-specific anxiety measures. 
Consequently, with a growing interest in the role of anxiety in sport, Martens 
(1977) became aware that there was a need for a sport-specific measure of anxiety and 
developed the Sport Competition Anxiety Test (SCAT). This inventory measures 
competitive trait anxiety, which was defined as "the tendency to perceive competitive 
sport situations as threatening and to respond to these situations with feelings of 
apprehension and tension" (Martens, 1977; p. 23). Martens, Burton, Rivkin and Simon 
(1980) later also noted the need for a sport-specific measure of state anxiety and 
modified the state scale of Spielberger's STAI to produce the Competitive State Anxiety 
Inventory (CSAI). This development of situation-specific anxiety questionnaires 
represented an advance in the area, but a further development concerned the 
conceptualisation of anxiety itself. 
4.2 Towards a Multidimensional Conceptualisation of Anxiety 
The move away from the conceptualisation of anxiety as a unidimensional 
construct towards a multidimensional approach has been well documented in recent years 
(Parfitt, Jones and Hardy, 1990; Jones and Hardy, 1989). One of the earliest 
delineations of the construct came from the test and clinical anxiety literature and 
especially the work of Liebert and Morris (1967) and Davidson and Schwartz (1976). 
Liebert and Morris (1967) highlighted the two factors of "worry" and "emotionality" 
which were present in Mandler's and Sarason's Test Anxiety Questionnaire (Mandler and 
Sarason, 1952). Essentially, worry was described as the cognitive or intellectual 
concerns about one's performance, whilst emotionality was expressed as the autonomic 
reactions to the stress of the situation (Liebert and Morris, 1967). Davidson and 
Schwartz (1976) similarly proposed a multidimensional anxiety model with the factors 
of cognitive and somatic anxiety. Cognitive anxiety is characterised by negative 
expectations, lack of concentration and disrupted attention, whilst somatic anxiety refers 
to physical symptoms such as nervousness and tension. Borkovec (1976) proposed three 
components of the anxiety response: cognition, arousal and overt behaviour. The first two 
elements were essentially the same as the cognitive and somatic constructs suggested by 
Davidson and Schwartz (1976), whereas overt behaviour was an important addition not 
included by Davidson and Schwartz. Confirming the multidimensional conceptualisation of 
anxiety, Endler (1978) identified two anxiety components, cognitive-worry and 
emotional-arousal, whilst Morris, Davis and Hutchings (1981) summarized the 
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existing literature by suggesting that the cognitive-somatic distinction as suggested by 
Davidson and Schwartz (1976) was essentially the same as the worry-emotionality 
distinction made by Liebert and Morris (1967). Morris et al. (1981) suggested that 
worry may be expressed as; 
"the cognitive elements of anxiety, such as negative expectations and 
_ cognitive concerns about oneself, 
the situation at hand, and potential 
consequences" (p. 541 ), 
whilst emotionality may be perceived as; 
one's perception of the physiological-affective elements of the anxiety 
experience, that is, indications of autonomic arousal and unpleasant 
- feeling states such as nervousness and tension" (p. 541). 
Several researchers have demonstrated that these anxiety constructs covary (e. g. 
Holroyd, Westbrook, Wolf and Badhorn, 1978; Smith and Morris, 1977), whilst others 
have suggested that there is independence between the constructs (e. g. Deffenbacher, 
1980; Schwartz, Davidson and Goleman, 1978). In an attempt to explain this apparent 
contradiction, Borkovec (1976) suggested that; 
"changes in one response component due to direct manipulation of its conditions 
may ultimately affect subsequent changes in the response of one or both of the 
remaining components" (p. 267). 
Indeed, whilst it is important to note the conceptual distinction between components of 
anxiety, it should not be assumed that the subscale scores are statistically independent or 
indeed constant across situation. Swain, Jones and Cale (1990) examined whether the 
relationship between cognitive anxiety and somatic anxiety changed as a function of the 
proximity of competition. In their study, 87 subjects responded to the inventory on five 
separate occasions during the period leading up to an important competition. The 
intercorrelations between the two anxiety components suggested a progressive increase 
in the magnitude of the relationship between cognitive and somatic anxiety as the event 
approached. These findings provided some support for the notion of covariance at times of 
high stress. 
The shift from viewing anxiety as a global, undifferentiated construct to one 
where a multidimensional, situation-specific conceptualisation has been adopted has been 
reflected in the development of the questionnaires designed to measure the construct. In 
sport, whilst the CSAI developed by Martens et al. (1980) was situation-specific, it was 
based upon a unidimensional view of anxiety. Consequently, Martens, Burton, Vealey, 
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Bump and Smith (1990) (Note 4.1) incorporated a multidimensional approach and 
constructed a second version of the questionnaire, the Competitive State Anxiety 
Inventory-2 (CSAI-2). The development of the CSAI-2 has provided researchers with a 
valuable tool which has been widely employed by several investigators. The development 
of the CSAI-2 and some of the research that has used the inventory to examine various 
aspects of competitive state anxiety are described briefly in the following sections 
because the concept of anxiety and the CSAI-2 questionnaire form are focal points for the 
following experiments. 
4.3 The Development of the Competitive State Anxiety Inventory-2 
The CSAI-2 was originally designed as a sport-specific inventory that proposed to 
measure various components of state anxiety. The development of the inventory followed 
a systematic psychometric process whereby five versions of the CSAI-2 were 
constructed, administered and analysed. In the first version of the CSAI-2, Form A, items 
were included that represented cognitive state anxiety, somatic state anxiety and fear of 
physical harm. After administering Form A to a sample of athletes, the subsequent 
analyses surprisingly revealed the emergence of a state self-confidence subscale. This 
comprised the positively-phrased items which were originally thought to measure 
cognitive anxiety. Consequently, Form A was modified to include the subscales cognitive 
anxiety, somatic anxiety, self-confidence and fear of physical harm. The analyses of this 
form, Form B, showed that the fear of physical harm subscale was not a significant 
discriminator of anxiety in sport situations and the items relating to that scale were 
subsequently excluded for the production of Form C. Also, an internal-external control 
subscale was included at this stage as it was thought that Rotter's (1966) locus of 
control construct may comprise an important component of state self-confidence. After 
the analyses of Form C, it became evident that internal-external control failed to emerge 
as a recognisable subscale and consequently, the form was again modified to produce Form 
D. This form contained three subscales of state cognitive anxiety, state somatic anxiety 
and state self-confidence, with nine items comprising each. At this stage, data was 
collected from three different samples to assess the reliability and validity of Form D. 
Sample 1 comprised thirty-five male college track athletes and twenty-two elite high 
school wrestlers. Sample 2 consisted of forty elite male high school wrestlers and women 
collegiate volleyball players, whilst Sample 3 contained fifty-four elite high school 
Note 4.1: Some of the work on the CSAI-2 had been completed as early as 1983, but the authors 
did not publish exact details of their findings until 1990. Several researchers had employed the 
CSAI-2 as a research tool before 1990 with information provided from unpublished manuscripts 
of the book. 
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wrestlers. Martens et al. (1990) highlighted the fact that reliability is inappropriate 
for state scales, so the only method of estimating reliability for the CSAI-2 was by 
examining the internal consistency of the scale. This was established by calculating 
Cronbach's alpha coefficient on the samples outlined above (for details of the internal 
consistency analyses see Martens et al. 1990). The concurrent validity of the CSAI-2 
(Form D) was examined by investigating the relationships of each of the subscales with 
selected state and trait inventories. The trait inventories were; SCAT (Martens 1977), 
the trait version of the STAI (Spielberger et al., 1970), the Achievement Anxiety Test 
modified for competition (Alpert and Haber, 1960) and the Internal-External Control 
Scale (Rotter, 1966). The state inventories used for comparison were; the revised 
Worry and Emotionality Inventory (Morris et al., 1981), the Cognitive-Somatic 
Anxiety Questionnaire (Schwartz et al., 1978), the state version of the STAI 
(Spielberger et al., 1970) and the Affect Adjective Checklist (Zuckerman, 1960). 
Evidence from the reliability-validity analyses proved to be consistent with the 
theoretical literature but Form D was found to be susceptible to social desirability bias. 
Consequently, the form was again modified by the alteration of some of the wording of 
items in the cognitive anxiety subscale (essentially changing the word 'worry' to 
'concern'). Also, anti-social desirability instructions were recommended to be verbally 
delivered to subjects when administering the CSAI-2. With these two final modifications, 
Martens and his colleagues accepted the final version of the CSAI-2, Form E. All 
references to the CSAI-2 in the research literature and indeed in the remainder of this 
thesis refer to this Form E. 
4.4 Competitive State Anxiety Research 
The adoption of a multidimensional approach to anxiety and the development of the 
CSAI-2 have enabled advances within competitive state anxiety research. There have 
been a number of directions in which research has been particularly focused. These 
include; the temporal patterning of the anxiety components, individual differences, the 
anxiety -performance relationship and the antecedents of the anxiety response. A brief 
description of this research is provided below. 
4.41 Temporal Patterning of the Competitive State Anxiety Compo^ nents 
Essentially, this type of investigation examines the levels of anxiety during the 
period leading up to competition. One of the first attempts to adopt this line of 
investigation came from Highlen and Bennett (1979) and Mahoney and Avener (1977) 
who investigated the possibility that athletes of differing ability may demonstrate 
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different patterning of anxiety immediately prior to and during competition. Although 
both these studies employed a unidimensional measure of anxiety, some interesting 
results emerged. For example, in Mahoney and Avener's study, successful and 
unsuccessful gymnasts were identified on the basis of whether they made the United 
States Olympic Team from the final trial. The successful athletes (i. e. those who made the 
squad) exhibited a different patterning of anxiety than those athletes who did not make 
the final squad; that is, the successful gymnasts reported higher levels of anxiety prior 
to competition but lower levels during actual performance. The administration of 
Marten's et al. 's (1990) CSAI-2 to athletes over the pre-competition period has proved 
to be a popular line of research. Martens et al. (1990) were among the first to 
investigate pre-competition temporal patterning of multidimensional competitive state 
anxiety. According to these authors, the components of anxiety demonstrate different 
patterns of response as the time to competition nears. Cognitive anxiety is hypothesized 
to become elevated earlier than somatic anxiety and remains elevated up to the 
competition. Somatic anxiety, on the other hand, tends to increase rapidly and close to the 
start of the event and it is hypothesized to then dissipate once performance is initiated. 
Levels of self-confidence are expected to remain unchanged throughout the pre- 
competition period. These three patterns of response are all based on the assumption that 
expectations of success remain unchanged throughout the whole period. However, recent 
research has demonstrated that these theoretical predictions are not always supported. 
Research which has focused on individual difference variables such as skill level 
(Martens et al., 1990), type of sport (Krane and Williams, 1987) and gender (Jones 
and Cale, 1989a; Jones, Swain and Cale, in press) have shown that differential 
patterning of anxiety may exist which needs to be considered when implementing any 
intervention strategy . 
4.42 Individual Differences 
Martens et al. (1990) suggested that individual differences may influence levels 
of competitive state anxiety. One individual difference variable that has already been 
identified by Mahoney and Avener (1977) is that of skill level. Earlier, Fenz and Epstein 
(1967) showed that experienced sport parachutists demonstrated lower physiological 
arousal and fear estimates than did novice jumpers immediately before and during the 
activity. They also demonstrated how the experienced jumpers could control their 
arousal to such an extent that they could displace their higher levels of arousal further 
away from the actual jump. Similar results have been obtained in other sports; for 
example, racquetball players (Meyers, Cooke, Cullen and Liles, 1979) and wrestlers 
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(Highlen and Bennet, 1979). Martens et al. (1990) suggested that more skilled athletes 
possess better coping skills than less skilled athletes and thus hypothesized that the more 
skilled athletes would show lower cognitive and somatic anxiety. It was also suggested 
that these responses would be displayed at some time prior to performance, rather than 
immediately before and during competition, as would be likely with the less skillful 
athletes. 
A further individual difference variable that has been identified is that of gender. 
In 1977, Martens reported that females were slightly higher in competitive trait 
anxiety. When this was considered alongside the fact that females have generally had less 
experience in sport (Andersen and Williams, 1987), Martens et al. (1990) 
hypothesized that females should report higher state cognitive anxiety and state somatic 
anxiety with lower levels of state self-confidence. In order to test the hypotheses 
relating to skill level and gender, as well as several other hypotheses (Note 4.2), 
Martens and co-workers administered the CSAI-2 to 277 subjects. More specifically, 
185 male and 92 female college athletes from a variety of sports completed the CSAI-2 
approximately one hour before competition. Two further samples were tested to assess 
the differences between groups of different skill level. The high skill athletes were 
participants in the National Sports Festival (N=167) whilst the low skill group included 
104 High School athletes. The analyses of these samples of athletes revealed that both 
gender and skill level significantly influenced the CSAI-2 components. As expected, low 
skill athletes reported higher cognitive anxiety, higher somatic anxiety and lower self- 
confidence prior to competition. Similarly, female athletes were shown to exhibit higher 
cognitive and somatic anxiety and lower levels of self-confidence than their male 
counterparts. 
4.43 The Relationship Between Competitive State Anxiety and Performance 
The identification of the relationship between anxiety and performance has been 
somewhat elusive within sport psychology. Many researchers have outlined the merits of 
both Drive Theory (Hull, 1943; Spence, 1951) and the Inverted U Hypothesis (Yerkes 
and Dodson, 1908). However, the underlying assumptions of these two aproaches have 
been seriously questioned (see Neiss, 1988 and Jones and Hardy, 1989 for reviews), 
particularly when attempting to relate them to sports performance. One of the problems 
(Note 4.2: Martens et al., (1990) also formulated hypotheses regarding the type of sport, for 
example, individual versus team, contact versus non-contact and subjectively versus 
objectively scored sports. For the purposes of this section, the results relating to these aspects 
are not given here, but readers are directed to Martens et al. 's (1990) book, Competitive 
Anxiety in Sport, p. 142-150 for further details). 
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that has contributed to the confusion surrounding the anxiety-performance relationship 
has been the lack of precise definitions of key concepts such as arousal and anxiety 
(Jones, 1991). However, the adoption of a multidimensional approach has encouraged 
more precise definitions which has in turn lead to more specific investigations into the 
anxiety-performance relationship. Furthermore, the situation has become even more 
complex in that some research has moved away from examining global performance in 
favour of investigating subcomponents of performance (e. g. Hockey and Hamilton, 
1983). A detailed review of all the literature investigating anxiety and performance is 
beyond the scope of this section (see Parfitt, Jones and Hardy, 1990, for a more 
comprehensive review), but a description of some of the research conducted in sporting 
environments may be useful in providing an understanding of the relationship between 
anxiety and performance. 
In an attempt to investigate the relationship between components of the anxiety 
response and global sports performance, Gould, Petlichkoff and Weinberg (1984) 
collected information on the levels of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and self- 
confidence in wrestlers at several time periods leading up to competition. Their results 
suggested that only cognitive anxiety was a significant predictor of match outcome. More 
recently, research by Gould, Petlichkoff, Simons and Vevera (1987) investigated the 
role of the anxiety components on performance in competitive pistol shooting. Gould et 
al. 's (1987) results indicated that there was no significant trend for the relationship 
between cognitive anxiety and performance, but that there was a significant negative 
linear trend for performance and self-confidence and a significant inverted-U shaped 
quadratic trend for performance and somatic anxiety. Gould and his colleagues (1987) 
were unable to explain results relating to self-confidence and performance and the 
finding that somatic anxiety was related to performance was noted as being particularly 
surprising because until this particular study, somatic anxiety was not considered to 
have a substantial effect on performance. However, Gould et al. (1987) suggested that 
because pistol shooting requires very fine neuromuscular control, it may well be more 
susceptible to changes in somatic anxiety. They concluded; 
".. in essence there is a need to examine how various state anxiety 
components influence performance on tasks varying in specific 
neuromuscular and perceptual/attentional characteristics" (p. 40). 
Using a similar approach, Burton (1988) conducted a study on swimmers and found that 
although cognitive anxiety was more strongly related to performance than somatic 
anxiety, an inverted-U shaped relationship between performance time and somatic 
anxiety did emerge. Furthermore, a positive linear relationship between performance 
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and self-confidence and a negative linear relationship between performance and cognitive 
anxiety were also evident. Whilst the results relating to cognitive anxiety and self- 
confidence were as expected, these results were interesting in that they provided some 
support for the notion of the inverted-U relationship, not between performance and 
undifferentiated arousal but for performance and the somatic anxiety subcomponent. 
In an attempt to understand some of the unexpected results that have been 
produced when examining components of anxiety and global performance, some 
researchers have adopted the approach of Hockey and Hamilton (1983) in attempting to 
investigate the effects of anxiety on subcomponents of performance. Whilst investigation 
of global performance provides some valuable information, it is somewhat limited in that 
the performance measure (e. g. swimming or wrestling performance) has tended to be 
rather imprecise in nature (Gould et al., 1987). By investigating the subcomponents of 
performance, a more detailed analysis of how pre-competition affect relates to the 
perceptual-motor processes underlying performance may be determined. 
One of the first investigations into the differential effects of the components of 
anxiety upon the subcomponents of performance was that of Ussher and Hardy (1986). 
They attempted to investigate whether or not cognitive and somatic components of anxiety 
had differential effects upon some of the cognitive and motor processes involved in 
competitive rowing. Adopting a time-to-event paradigm to manipulate cognitive and 
somatic anxiety, the results of their study provided some weak evidence in support of 
specific interference patterns for cognitive and somatic anxiety upon different aspects of 
performance. More specifically, increases in somatic anxiety were found to impair 
performance on a hand grip task whilst increases in cognitive anxiety were not directly 
associated with changes in performance. 
The negative effects of somatic anxiety on performance as reported by Ussher and 
Hardy (1986) were supported by a later study by Jones, Cale and Kerwin (1988) which 
investigated the relationship between competitive state anxiety and subcomponents of 
performance in a sample of cricket players. Jones et. al. (1988) required cricket 
players to perform simple and discrimination reaction time tasks during the period 
leading up to a batting performance. Their results showed that an increase in somatic 
anxiety accompanied by a decrease in self-confidence immediately before batting was 
associated with an incease in errors in discrimination reaction performance. An 
important point to consider here was that, although the ability to react quickly and make 
rapid discriminations between stimuli is important in batting performance, this 
situational-relevance was not pointed out to the cricket sample. 
Parfitt and Hardy (1987) conducted a series of investigations that were similar 
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to the approach of Ussher and Hardy (1986) with the exception that they deliberately 
emphasized the situational relevance to their subjects of each of the tasks to be 
performed. They investigated the effects that different anxiety components had upon 
subcomponents of hockey and basketball performance. The tasks employed in their study 
were critical flicker fusion and pattern search for the hockey subjects and letter span, 
seargent jump and rebound shooting for the basketball subjects. Parfitt and Hardy 
(1987) again used the time-to-event paradigm to manipulate levels of cognitive and 
somatic anxiety. Their results suggested that cognitive anxiety was shown to be associated 
with positive effects upon subcomponents of performance, whilst somatic anxiety was 
associated with both positive and negative effects. These results were taken as evidence 
of the differential effects of cognitive and somatic anxiety on various motor and 
perceptual tasks. Furthermore, the results supported the argument that cognitive 
anxiety is not the only influence on performance. 
Jones and Cale (1989b) carried out a similar study which examined the effects of 
competitive state anxiety upon perceptual motor speed and digit span tasks in an 
experimental group of hockey players during the build up to an important match and also 
in a control group of hockey players before a routine training session. Following the 
approach adopted by Parfitt and Hardy (1987), the crucial situational relevance of the 
tasks was stressed to the subjects. Again employing a time-to-event paradigm, they 
found that increases in somatic anxiety were associated with improved perceptuo-motor 
speed performance. These results, when taken in conjunction with the stepwise multiple 
regression analyses, revealed that somatic anxiety was negatively related to digit span 
performance suggesting once more that somatic anxiety may indeed be an important 
source of performance variance. 
In summary, the recent literature concerning competitive state anxiety and 
performance has adopted a multidimensional approach which has lead to an increasing 
number of studies investigating the differential effects of the anxiety components on both 
global and subcomponents of performance. The results of these studies would appear to 
suggest that competitive state anxiety may not necessarily impair performance but can 
in some circumstances actually lead to enhanced performance. With a greater 
understanding of the complex nature of the anxiety-performance relationship, the 
simple Drive Theory and Inverted-U Hypothesis proposals may no longer provide 
adequate explanations of sports performance. In an attempt to find more suitable models 
of behaviour, several researchers have turned towards models available within 
'mainstream' psychology. Kerr's (1989) application of Reversal Theory and Hardy and 
Fazey's (1987) application of Catastrophe Theory are just two examples of how such 
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models are being introduced into the sport psychology domain in an attempt to improve 
explanation of the anxiety-performance relationship. 
4.44 Antecedents of Multidimensional Competitive State Anxiety 
Another area that has attracted research interest is the identification of the 
factors which cause or are associated with the anxiety response. Researchers have sought 
to identify precursors or antecedents of competitive state anxiety with a view to 
producing effective intervention strategies. Martens et al. (1990) hypothesized that the 
antecedents of both cognitive anxiety and self-confidence are those factors in the 
environment which relate to subjects' expectations of success, such as the perceptions of 
one's ability or perceptions of task difficulty. On the other hand, Morris et al. (1981) 
suggested that cues which elicit somatic anxiety are thought to be non-evaluative, of 
shorter duration and consist mainly of conditioned responses to environmental stimuli. 
Examples of such cues within a sport context may include changing room preparation or 
pre-competition warm up routines (Gould, Petlichkoff and Weinberg, 1984). One of the 
earliest studies to investigate the antecedents of multidimensional anxiety in a sporting 
context was that by Gould et al. (1984). Thirty seven collegiate wrestlers were required 
to complete the CSAI-2 immediately prior to two different competitions. The antecedents 
that were considered in this study were; competitive trait anxiety (as measured by 
SCAT), perceived ability, wrestling success and past experience. The CSAI-2 subscales 
were found to have different antecedents and no single antecedent was related to all three 
subscales. Cognitive anxiety was found to be predicted by 'years experience' which was 
established by considering the age and intercollegiate varsity experience. This 
relationship was negative in that the competitors with the greatest experience reported 
lower levels of cognitive anxiety. Self-confidence was strongly related to perceived 
ability whilst somatic anxiety was predicted only by competitive trait anxiety. 
In a study that focused on competitive state anxiety and its relationship with 
performance, McAuley (1985) found that immediate past performance was a significant 
predictor of post-competitive cognitive anxiety and self-confidence but not somatic 
anxiety. Post-competition cognitive anxiety was negatively related to performance 
whereas post-competition self-confidence was positively related to performance. More 
recently, Jones, Swain and Cale (1990) have carried out a detailed investigation into the 
antecedents of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and self-confidence in a sample of 125 
elite student middle-distance runners. The study involved the construction and 
development of a Pre-Race Questionnaire (PRQ) which, together with the CSAI-2, were 
administered one hour prior to an important race. The PRO was designed in order to 
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identify the variables which the athletes perceived as contributing to how they generally 
felt during the period immediately preceding competition. Factor analysis of the PRO 
revealed five factors which were labelled as; Perceived Readiness, Attitude Toward 
Previous Performance, Position Goal, Coach Influence and External Environment. 
Stepwise multiple regression analyses revealed that three of these factors, namely 
Performance Readiness, Attitude Towards Previous Performance and Position Goal, 
predicted cognitive anxiety. Self-confidence was predicted by Perceived Readiness and 
External Environment, whilst somatic anxiety was not predicted by any of the PRQ 
faetors. 
The intention of this brief review of the multidimensional competitive state 
anxiety literature has been to provide an insight into the nature of the individual 
response to certain stressful situations and also to describe possible antecedent or 
mediating factors which may influence that response. The situations that were described 
in Chapter 1 focused on the individual perceptions and actions of athletes who were set 
targets or were required to perform actions which they felt were too difficult for them to 
produce in the given circumstances. Experiment 2 was specifically designed to 
investigate certain key variables underlying the goal setting process whilst monitoring 
the individual perceptions in terms of the anxiety response. Before describing the 
experiment in detail, it may be useful to summarize the existing literature that 
combines the two concepts of anxiety and goal setting in sporting environments. 
4.5 Goal Setting and Multidimensional Competitive State Anxiety. 
Although the separate areas of goal setting and anxiety have attracted a large 
amount of investigation, very little research has examined the interaction of these two 
important constructs. The investigation by Jones, Swain and Cale (1990) described 
earlier indicated that goal setting emerged as a predictor of cognitive anxiety. The goal 
setting factor which emerged from the PRQ comprised two items; "To what degree do you 
think that you can achieve the goal you have set for this race? " and, "How difficult do you 
think it will be to achieve the goal? " More specifically, the results suggested that 
cognitive anxiety was positively related to the difficulty of the goal and negatively related 
to the athlete's perception of whether he could achieve that goal. Jones et al. (1990) 
argued that their results may have important practical implications in that there may be 
possible debilitative consequences of setting goals that are perceived as too difficult by 
the individual. This may ultimately lead to increased anxiety and impaired performance. 
The question as to whether goal setting is always a positive influence will be addressed 
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later in this discussion. 
One study that has investigated the relationship between goal setting and anxiety 
was that by Hardy, Maiden and Sherry (1986) who examined performance on a football 
juggling task before and after an important football match. Employing the time-to-event 
paradigm, they hypothesized that cognitive and somatic anxiety would be low before and 
after the match, but would be high immediately before it. Consequently, due to the 
expected higher levels of anxiety, they presumed that subjects would reject goals 
immediately prior to the match which they would accept two days before and two days 
after. They also suggested that due to the lowering of goal acceptance, the proximity of 
competition would have a negative effect on goal attainment. Their study required six 
subjects to perform a football juggling task. A pre-test was performed to establish a 
goal difficulty index for each individual. The pre-test involved 25 attempts at a "do your 
best" goal in order to find the subject's maximum. This maximum score was taken as 
their 100% goal difficulty index, after which six levels of goal difficulty were 
established which ranged from 30% to 80%. On three different occasions (two days 
before the match, one hour before the match and two days after the match) all subjects 
were asked to achieve each goal in turn working from the 30% to the 80% goal difficulty 
level. Immediately after being given each goal, subjects were asked to indicate the extent 
to which they accepted the goal on a nine point Likert-type scale. Anxiety levels were 
measured at each of the three testing sessions by means of the CSAI-2. The results of 
their study confirmed the hypothesis that the proximity of competition had a negative 
effect on both goal acceptance and task performance. More specifically, on the day of 
competition, goal acceptance and performance were reduced and this led Hardy et al. 
(1986) to suggest that goal acceptance mediated the effect of anxiety on performance. 
Thus, this study by Hardy and his colleagues provides some evidence to suggest that the 
relationship 'between goal setting and anxiety is not a stable one and that other situational 
factors, for example the proximity of competition, may need to be considered. 
Despite the overwhelming success of goal setting in organisational settings, 
Earley, Connolly and Ekegren (1989) suggested that "it seems likely that there are 
boundaries beyond which goal setting will not work or may even be harmful" (p. 24). 
Earlier, Huber (1985) had argued that for complex or heuristic tasks, goals may be 
dysfunctional because they may serve to misdirect an individual's attention. Whilst the 
studies by Huber (1985) and Earley et al. (1989) investigated the effects of goal setting 
in novel tasks in laboratory settings, the results may have implications when attempting 
to apply goal setting techniques in sport. One of the boundaries which Earley et al. 
(1989) identified, which has particular relevance to the sporting context, related to 
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situations where individuals are placed under stress or pressure. Earley et al. (1989) 
stated, 
" Goals may be dysfunctional if an individual is already stressed or under 
pressure or when the assignment of a specific goal may create excessive pressure 
and degrade performance. Such consequences of overmotivation by goal setting 
appear relatively obvious and have not attracted much research attention. " 
(p. 24) 
In an attempt to investigate this phenomenon, Earley and his colleagues (1989) placed 
subjects in either "do your best" or specific, difficult goal conditions. Subjects were 
required to perform on a task which consisted of making stock market predictions about 
the market price of certain fictitious companies. Results suggested that the "do your 
best" group actually outperformed the specific goals group, a finding that was contrary to 
expectations derived from the majority of the goal setting literature. A close scrutiny of 
the results of their study revealed that at least part of the poorer performance of the 
specific goals group was attributable to their shifting strategies more often, at least in 
the earlier trials on the task, than the "do your best" group. Therefore, one implication 
from this study was that if there was a wide range of strategies available, subjects 
assigned specific, difficult goals were more likely to engage in increased strategy search. 
However, given that there is no guarantee that simply increasing strategy will improve 
performance, it may be that the increased strategy search may actually interfere with 
eventual performance outcome. Earley et at. (1989) proposed that their results may 
best be explained by a theoretical argument couched in terms of a three-level hierarchy 
of task performance. They suggested that at the first level is the task itself, the level at 
which increased effort, diligence and energy commonly leads to improved performance, 
as in simple manual tasks. At this level goal setting has been shown to be effective for a 
wide range of such tasks. Earley and his colleagues suggested that the second level of the 
hierarchy was concerned with task strategy or the approach taken towards the task. They 
hypothesized that the setting of a specific, difficult goal would enhance strategy search. If 
relatively few alternative strategies are available, and the success of each is clear on a 
brief trial, the increased search will more quickly surface the best one, thus giving a 
performance advantage to individuals facing specific, difficult goals. However, if there 
are very large numbers of possible strategies (as in the task employed by Earley et al., 
1989), merely searching through them offers little hope of immediate improvement. 
What is needed, according to Earley and colleagues is a third level, a meta-strategy, a 
strategy for learning about the task. It is at this third level that the relation between goal 
specificity and performance becomes problematic. In terms of the three-level model 
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approach, a specific, difficult goal may interfere with the meta-strategy, a method of 
learning a good approach to the task. Instructions to "do your best" appear to have been 
more successful in the short term than the specific, difficult goal of getting to within a 
specified dollar figure each time. What the evidence from Earley et. al's (1989) study 
demonstrates is that there are certain tasks and settings for which specific and difficult 
goals do not enhance performance. They concluded that , 
"The establishment of clear domain boundaries between tasks and settings, in 
which individuals do and do not perform better with specific difficult goals, 
is thus a significant research issue... More broadly, we need to focus 
specifically on the characteristics of task and individual that distinguish 
between conditions in which goal setting helps and those in which it does nor 
(p. 32). 
By considering such conclusions, the results from the Hardy et al. (1986) study may be 
explained by suggesting that the situational characteristics, that is the proximity of 
competition and the individual reaction to this proximity, combined to produce conditions 
in which goal setting was not conducive to task performance. It is this 
situation/individual perception interaction with which this thesis is concerned. For 
example, are there certain situations where the assignment of specific, difficult goals 
does not lead to performance enhancement? Is the level of anxiety present in the situation 
a boundary condition limiting the effectiveness of any goal setting strategy? 
Hardy et al. (1986) investigated the effects of differing levels of competitive 
anxiety on two of the processes underlying goal setting; goal difficulty and goal 
acceptance. However, this relationship can be examined from a different perspective; 
that is, where anxiety is monitored as a function of goal setting. Experiment 1 
established an appropriate methodology for investigating variables associated with the 
goal setting process. This second experiment examines the effects of manipulating 
objective goal difficulty by monitoring the processes of subjective goal difficulty, goal 
acceptance, effort and performance, as well as the anxiety response during that period. In 
order to investigate the range of perceptions which an individual may possess to any 
given target or goal, three distinct objective goal difficulty levels were established based 
upon the level of ability of each subject. Following the recommendations from 
Experiment 1 and indeed, in a similar fashion to the procedure adopted by Hardy et. al. 
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(1986), each subject's ability score on the perceptual speed task was obtained and then 
goal difficulty levels were determined from this original ability level. Due to time 
constraints, the complete range of goal levels could not be investigated. Consequently, it 
was decided that three distinct goal levels would be considered. These were: well below 
the subject's ability level, which were considered to be "very easy" goals; just above the 
subject's ability level, which were considered as "challenging" goals; and finally, well 
above the subject's ability level, which were considered as "very hard" goals. In a 
repeated rrgasures design, each subject completed both treatment and control conditions. 
In-each condition subjects were required to complete three blocks of perceptual speed 
trials. In the treatment condition the experimenter assigned the three distinct goal levels 
already outlined, whereas in the control condition the experimenter assigned vague, "do 
your best" goals for the three trials (Note 4.3). 
This second experiment was different from the first experiment in several 
respects. Firstly, the goal levels were assigned on the basis of each individual subject. 
Secondly, three distinct goal levels were investigated as opposed to a wide range of goals. 
Thirdly, Experiment 1 used different groups of subjects when comparing specific and 
vague, "do your best" goals, Experiment 2 adopted a repeated measures design whereby 
each subject completed both 'treatment' and 'control' conditions. Finally, Experiment 2 
was designed to investigate not only the goal setting variables outlined in Experiment 1, 
but also the anxiety response associated with those variables. 
Although field research provides the advantage of a realistic setting, one 
disadvantage with such situations is that they do not allow rigorous control and 
manipulation of key variables. The laboratory situation used in this experiment, whilst 
artificial, does lend itself much more easily to such a manipulation, thus enabling a more 
controlled investigation of the relationships which may exist between the key variables. 
In summary, the purpose of this second experiment was to further investigate 
processes involved in goal setting as identified in Experiment 1 and also to monitor the 
anxiety response in terms of multidimensional anxiety theory. 
Several specific hypotheses were formulated regarding the relationship between 
goal setting and the anxiety response: 
1. In the control condition, cognitive anxiety, self-confidence and somatic 
anxiety would remain stable across the experimental trials; 
Note 4.3: In the treatment condition, increasingly difficult, specific goals were employed. The 
control condition was described as comprising "do your best", vague goals. This author 
acknowledges that the control condition was not a 'true' control in that some form of goal has 
been assigned, but for the purposes of this experiment, and, indeed the remainder of this thesis, 
it does act as a baseline measure and may be considered, therefore, as acting as a control 
condition. 
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2. In the treatment condition, self-confidence would decrease with increases in 
goal difficulty; 
3. In the treatment condition, cognitive anxiety would increase with increases in 
goal difficulty; 
4. In the treatment condition, somatic anxiety would remain unaltered with 
increases in goal difficulty. 
No specific hypotheses were formulated for the relationships between goal- 
setting, anxiety and performance due to a rather paradoxical situation. On the one hand, 
performance might be expected to increase with increases in goal difficulty, but on the 
other hand, might be expected to decrease due to the changes in cognitive anxiety and self- 
confidence hypothesized above. 
Method 
S. ubjec 
The subjects examined in this study were 44 undergraduate and postgraduate 
students in the Department of Physical education and Sports Science at Loughborough 
University. This sample comprised 22 males and 22 females with ages ranging from 18 
to 36 (Mean=21.46; S. D. = 1.67). 
Iaak 
Subjects were required to perform the perceptual speed task described in 
Experiment 1. 
Measures 
Competitive State Anxiety Inventory-2 (CSAI-2) 
Levels of anxiety and self-confidence were measured via the CSAI-2. Research 
evidence indicates desirable internal reliability and construct validity of this scale 
(Gould et al., 1984,1987; Martens et al., 1990). Martens et al. (1990) reported 
internal reliability coefficients ranging from 0.79 to 0.90. This scale comprises 27 
items, with 9 items in each of the 3 subscales of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and 
self-confidence. Examples of cognitive anxiety items include "I am concerned about this 
competition" and "I am concerned about performing poorly", whilst somatic anxiety 
items include "I feel nervous" and "my body feels tense". Self-confidence items include 
"I feel at ease" and "I'm confident about performing well". Responses to each item are on 
a Likert scale ranging from 1 ("not at all") to 4 ("very much so"). Thus, possible 
scores on each of the three factors range from 9 to 36 (See Appendix 4). 
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Perceptions of goal acceptance, subjective goal difficulty and effort were 
measured for all subjects in both the treatment and control conditions using the Likert- 
type scales described in Experiment 1. 
Design and Procedure 
A balanced, repeated measures design was adopted in this study. The experiment 
consisted of a familiarization session, a control condition and a treatment condition. 
Following the familiarization session, the male and female subjects were semi-randomly 
assigned (to ensure an equal number of males and females in each group) to one of two 
treatment orders (i. e. treatment followed by control or control followed by treatment) so 
that order effects were minimized. The three sessions took place on consecutive days at 
the same time of day in order to control for any diurnal variations. 
In the familiarization session, all subjects were presented with the perceptual 
speed task and the CSAI-2. On arrival for both the control and treatment conditions, each 
subject performed three practice trials on the perceptual speed task. Prior to these 
practice trials, the CSAI-2 was presented to the subjects for completion. They were 
directed to complete the questionnaire with the three practice trials in mind. Following 
completion of the CSAI-2, each subject was required to score their last practice trial by 
summing the number of digits correctly cancelled. Following Erez and Zidon's (1984) 
procedure, this total was then taken as a measure of that subject's original ability score 
and was subsequently used as the basis for the assignment of the specific goals (Note 
4.4). Each subject was then required to complete three blocks of perceptual speed trials 
with two trials in each block. For the subjects in the treatment condition the first block 
of trials, involving trials 1 and 2, was described as containing "very easy goals", and for 
both trials a specific goal was assigned that was set at 20% below the subject's original 
ability score. It should be emphasized that following the recommendations from the first 
experiment, each goal level was specifically calculated on the basis of the individual's 
own original ability score and not on the basis of a group mean as in Experiment 1. The 
second block, involving trials 3 and 4, was described as containing "challenging goals". 
Note 4.4: It has been shown (Cale and Jones, 1989), that due to the relatively simple nature of 
the task, practice effects will have been minimised after the familiarisation session which 
involved, in total, six practice trials. The three practice trials in the treatment and control goal 
conditions were incorporated to minimise warm-up decrement. Subjects were asked to score 
their last practice trial not only to provide the experimenter with a basis for the assignment of 
specific goals, but also to provide the subjects themselves with an exact indication of their 
ability on the task. 
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Trial 3 was set at 5% above the subject's original ability score, and trial 4 was set at 
10% above the original ability of the subject. The final block, involving trials 5 and 6, 
was described as containing "very hard goals", and both trials were set at 30% above the 
subject's original ability level (Note 4.5). These three goal levels were adopted so 
that the goal setting processes could be studied across three distinct goal difficulty levels. 
It is acknowledged that these three objective goal difficulty levels were not assigned in a 
randomised fashion. The effects of not randomising the three goal levels clearly identifies 
a separate empirical question which ideally needs to be considered. However, for the 
purposes of this investigation, it was necessary to have all subjects approaching each 
goal level with approximately the same expectations of success. If the order of goal level 
had been randomised, for example a 'very hard' goal being assigned first, what should 
have been a 'very easy' goal may have not been perceived as such. Consequently, the 
order of goal difficulty needed to be constant to ensure that the goal difficulty 
manipulation was successful. After the calculation of each specific goal level, each 
individual was required to underline the digit in the number grid which corresponded to 
their particular goal for that trial. This was to ensure that the target was easily visible. 
Once this procedure had been followed, the subject was then required to complete the 
CSAI-2. The subjects were asked to respond in the context of the two trials they were 
about to perform. 
Immediately prior to each perceptual speed trial, subjects were asked to complete 
two questions, one relating to goal acceptance and another relating to perceptions of goal 
difficulty. These questions were exactly the same as those described in Experiment 1. 
Subjects then completed the one-minute trial before responding to a final question 
relating to effort. Again, the effort question was the same as that described in Experiment 
1. There was then a one-minute rest period before the second trial of the block was 
completed. The subjects were again required to respond to the questions relating to 
acceptance and difficulty immediately prior to the task being performed, and the question 
relating to effort after the trial had ended. This procedure was repeated in exactly the 
same way for each of the three blocks of trials. After the last question relating to effort 
had been completed on the sixth trial, the CSAI-2 was again administered. Scores for the 
dependent variables of performance, performance errors, subjective goal difficulty, goal 
Note 4.5: A pilot study revealed that goals set at 20% below the original ability score would be 
perceived as a very easy target. Similarly, the goals set at 30% above the original ability level 
would be perceived as very hard targets. The "challenging" goal levels were slightly more 
difficult to establish. When subjects were told that the assigned goal was 5% above their 
original ability level, their perceptions of goal difficulty were indeed moderate. However, 
having completed one trial at this level, subjects became aware that they were, in fact, 
scoring at or beyond their original ability level. Therefore, in order to maintain a moderate 
perception of difficulty, the second trial was set at 10% above the original ability score. The 
descriptors "very easy", "challenging" and "very hard" were not used when describing the 
goals to the subjects. They were simply told of the goal level respective to their original ability 
score. 
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acceptance and effort were derived by calculating the means for each block of two trials. 
In the control condition each subject was similarly required to complete three 
blocks of perceptual speed trials. However, in this condition each trial was preceded by 
the general, vague instruction, "do your best". Thus, no specific targets were assigned by 
the experimenter and no targets were marked on the perceptual speed task. Immediately 
before each perceptual speed trial, each subject was required to complete the same 
questions relating to goal acceptance and subjective goal difficulty that were asked in the 
treatment condition (Note 4.6). 
- After performing each trial, subjects were asked to respond to the question 
relating to effort. As in the treatment condition, mean scores were calculated for the 
dependent variables. The CSAI-2 was completed at the same corresponding stages as in 
the treatment condition, that is; pre-practice trials (Stage 1), pre-block 1(Stage 2), 
pre-block 2 (Stage 3), pre-block 3 (Stage 4), and finally, post-block 3 (Stage 5). 
Results 
Goal acceptance, subjective goal difficulty and effort were all separately analysed 
using repeated measures two-way analyses of variance. The factors were goal condition 
(treatment versus control) and block (1-3). Performance scores and errors were 
similarly analysed with the exception that the block factor also included "original 
ability" as a further level. The CSAI-2 components of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety 
and self-confidence were also analysed using repeated measures two-way analyses of 
variance. For these analyses, however, the factors were goal condition (treatment versus 
control) and stage (1-5), where the five stages corresponded with each administration 
of the CSAI-2 during the experiment. Follow-up Tukey tests were employed to determine 
between which means significant differences were evident. Means and standard deviations 
for all of the dependent variables are shown in Tables 4.1 and 4.2. Correlational analyses 
were also performed between the goal setting variables and the CSAI-2 components. 
Note 4.6: It should be noted that in Experiment 1, subjects in the "do your best" condition were 
not required to respond to the questions relating to goal acceptance and goal difficulty. Given the 
repeated measures design adopted in Experiment 2, these questions were included for both 
treatment and control conditions. (See Appendix 5a and 5b). 
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TABLE 4.1: Means and Standard Deviations for Goal Acceptance, Goal 
Difficulty, Effort, Performance Scores and Errors in both 
the Treatment and Control Conditions. 
TREATMENT CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT BLOCK 
VARIABLE NUMBER 
Goal 
CONTROL CONDIllON 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
Acceptance 1 3.6 5 0.7 2 2.98 1.14 
2 0.72 2.20 2.97 1.18 
3 -1 . 
88 2.74 2.92 1.32 
Goal 
Difficulty 1 2.22 1.37 4.27 2.23 
2 6.91 1.65 4.27 2.39 
3 8.80 0.49 4.19 2.50 
Effort 1 6.93 2.01 7.71 1.23 
2 8.53 0.75 7.76 1.34 
3 8.39 0.98 7.73 1.41 
Performance original 
ability 77.52 10.07 77.20 12.10 
1 79.30 10.58 81.45 11.89 
2 83.86 10.49 82.45 12.57 
3 85.96 11.65 83.09 11.63 
Errors original 
ability 0.54 0.76 0.68 0.96 
1 0.57 0.83 0.74 1.04 
2 0.63 0.95 0.90 1.18 
3 0.92 1.59 0.78 1.18 
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TABLE 4.2: Means and Standard Deviations for Cognitive Anxiety, Somatic 
Anxiety, and Self-Confidence in both the Treatment and Control 
Conditions. 
TREATMENT CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT STAGE 
VARIABLE 
Cognitive 
CONTROL CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
Anxiety 1 11.41 3.45 11.14 3.09 
2 11 . 66 
3.10 13.41 3.67 
3 15.09 4.47 12.59 3.56 
4 16.02 4.79 12.82 4.18 
5 13.27 3.88 12.59 4.07 
Somatic 
Anxiety 1 11.14 2.47 11.18 3.23 
2 11.52 2.63 11.73 3.09 
3 12.25 3.27 11.41 2.90 
4 12.36 2.99 11.20 2.66 
5 11 . 52 
2.90 10.71 2.44 
Self 
Confidence 1 28.52 4.99 28.14 5.71 
2 29.79 5.64 27.61 5.07 
3 24.75 6.13 28.34 5.36 
4 21.32 5.82 28.80 6.14 
5 26.75 5.33 29.34 5.30 
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Analyses of 
Subj 
The 
Variance 
ective Goal Difficulty 
goal condition by block interaction for subjective goal difficulty was 
significant (F(2,172)=200.29; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 4.1) and is shown in 
Figure 4.1. There was no change in subjective goal difficulty for the subjects in the 
control condition. However, in the treatment condition, perceptions of difficulty 
increased progressively from block 1 to block 3. More specifically, the "very easy" 
trials (block 1) were perceived as being less difficult than the "challenging" trials 
(block 2), whilst the "very hard" trials (block 3) were perceived as being more 
difficult than both the "challenging" and "very easy" trials. Considering between the two 
conditions, differences emerged on all three blocks of trials. In block 1, the subjects in 
the treatment condition who were assigned the "very easy" goals perceived less goal 
difficulty than when they were assigned "do your best" goals in the control condition. Not 
surprisingly, this trend was reversed when the goals in the treatment condition became 
harder. In blocks 2 and 3, the subjects in the treatment condition reported greater goal 
difficulty as compared to the control condition. These results suggest, therefore, that goal 
difficulty in the treatment condition was successfully manipulated whilst the "do your 
best" instructions appeared to provide a valid control condition. 
Goal Acceptance 
The interaction between goal condition and block for goal acceptance was 
significant (F(2,172)=113.83; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 4.2). As can be seen in 
Figure 4.2, goal acceptance did not change in the control condition, whilst in the 
treatment condition, acceptance progressively decreased with increases in goal difficulty. 
Goal acceptance was high when the "very easy" goals were assigned but then decreased 
when both the "challenging" and "very hard" goals were assigned. Considering the 
differences between conditions, initially in block 1, there was no difference between the 
level of goal acceptance between the control and treatment conditions. However, with the 
increases in goal difficulty in the treatment condition, levels of goal acceptance were 
reduced to such an extent, that in blocks 2 and 3, goal acceptance was lower in the 
treatment condition as compared to those reported in the control condition. It is 
interesting to note that there appeared to be some uncertainty about the acceptance of the 
"challenging" goals and that goal rejection occurred only when the "very hard" goals were 
imposed. 
Performance 
The interaction between goal condition and block for performance scores was 
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significant (F(3,258)=17.58; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 4.3) and is shown in Figure 
4.3. There was no difference in the original ability of the subjects prior to the 
perceptual speed trials performed in the two goal conditions, suggesting that the results 
were not contaminated by any learning effect on the task. It is interesting to note that 
performance in the treatment condition did not increase from the original ability level to 
that produced when the "very easy" goals were assigned, yet there was an increase in the 
control condition at the same corresponding stage. After this initial increase in the 
control condition, performance remained stable across the three blocks of trials. 
However, in the treatment condition, whilst there was no increase in performance when 
the "very easy" goals were assigned, performance did increase when the "challenging" 
and "very hard" goals were delivered. It is interesting to note that although the subjects 
in the treatment condition rejected the "very hard" goals, there was no performance 
decrement. This may of course be due to the possibility that some form of "ceiling effect" 
may have confounded these performance scores. 
The results also revealed that differences in performance emerged between the 
two goal conditions. Performance in block 1 was greater in the control condition ("do 
your best" instructions) when compared to the treatment condition where the "very 
easy" goals were assigned. However, as goal difficulty was increased in the treatment 
condition, the difference between the two conditions was first reduced and then reversed. 
When the "challenging" goals were assigned in the treatment condition (block 2) there 
was no difference in performance between the two conditions. However, when the "very 
hard" goals were assigned in the treatment condition (block 3), performance was greater 
than that exhibited in the control condition . 
Analyses of performance errors showed that there were no differences across 
condition or block (p>0.05). It should be noted, however, that error scores were small, 
with means ranging from 0.74 to 0.90 in the control condition and from 0.57 to 0.92 in 
the treatment condition. 
Effort 
The significant two-way interaction between goal condition and block 
(F(2,172)=18.64; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 4.4) is shown in Figure 4.4. Although 
the effort scores in the control condition were stable over the blocks of trials, changes 
did occur in the treatment condition. Effort was lower when the "very easy" goals were 
assigned than when the "challenging" and "very hard" goals were administered. There was 
no difference in the effort exerted between the "challenging" and "very hard" blocks of 
trials. 
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Considering the effort scores reported in the two goal conditions, differences 
emerged across the blocks of trials. In block 1, effort was greater in the control 
condition as compared with the treatment condition where the "very easy" goals were 
assigned. However, in blocks 2 and 3, the trend was reversed, with effort being greater 
in the treatment condition once the "challenging" and "very hard" goals had been assigned. 
It is interesting to note that effort was maintained in the treatment condition even when 
goal rejection was evident. 
Cognitive Anxiety 
The interaction between goal condition and stage was significant 
(F(4,344)=17.27; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 4.5) and is shown in Figure 4.5. In the 
control condition, the only difference that emerged was that cognitive anxiety at the pre- 
test stage was lower than at all the subsequent stages. Thus, in the control condition, 
during performance of the perceptual speed trials cognitive anxiety was stable. In the 
treatment condition, there was no difference in cognitive anxiety between the pre-test 
level (Stage 1) and immediately prior to the "very easy" trials (Stage 2). However, the 
level of cognitive anxiety just before the "challenging" trials (Stage 3) was significantly 
higher than that at the two earlier stages. Although there appeared to be a trend for 
cognitive anxiety to increase when the "very hard" goals were assigned, the difference 
was non-significant. Cognitive anxiety at the post-test stage (Stage 5) was lower than 
the levels reported before the "challenging" and "very hard" trials but still remained 
higher than the levels reported at the first two stages. 
The results also showed differences in levels of cognitive anxiety between the two 
goal conditions. At the pre-test stage there was no difference in the level of cognitive 
anxiety. However, at stage 2, the control condition exhibited greater anxiety than the 
treatment condition where "very easy" goals had been assigned. This pattern was 
reversed at stages 3 and 4 when the subjects in the treatment condition were set 
"challenging" and "very hard" goals respectively. At these two stages cognitive anxiety 
was higher in the treatment condition as compared to the control condition. There was no 
difference in cognitive anxiety between conditions at the post-test stage. 
Somatic Anxiety 
The interaction between goal condition and stage was significant (F(4,344)=3.12; 
p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 4.6) and is shown in Figure 4.6. In the control condition, 
the only difference to emerge was that somatic anxiety at the post-test stage was lower 
than that exhibited immediately before the first block of "do your best" trials (Stage 2). 
92 
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In the treatment condition the only difference that emerged related to the somatic anxiety 
level at the pre-test stage (Stage 1). Although somatic anxiety at this stage was not 
significantly different to that reported immediately prior to the "very easy" trials 
(Stage 2) and that at the post-test stage (Stage 5), it was lower than that reported 
before the "challenging" (Stage 3) and "very hard" trials (Stage 4). Thus, as expected, 
in both goal conditions, somatic anxiety was unchanged during the performance of the 
perceptual speed tasks. The only difference that emerged between the two goal conditions 
was at stage 4 where somatic anxiety was greater in the treatment condition than in the 
control condition. It would appear then, that although cognitive anxiety changed as a 
function of the manipulation of goal difficulty, somatic anxiety remained unchanged. 
The significant interaction between goal condition and stage for self-confidence 
(F(4,344)=43.72; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 4.7) is shown in Figure 4.7. In the 
control condition, the only difference to emerge was that self-confidence at the post-test 
stage (Stage 5) was higher than that reported immediately prior to the first block of "do 
your best" trials (Stage 2). In the treatment condition there was no difference between 
the pre-test level (Stage 1) of self-confidence and the level just prior to the "very easy" 
trials (Stage 2). However, self-confidence then progressively decreased with increases 
in goal difficulty. Self-confidence decreased from stage 2 ("very easy" goals) to stage 3 
("challenging" goals) and then again to stage 4 ("very hard" goals). Levels of self- 
confidence recovered at the post-test stage to a level that was higher than that reported 
prior to the "very hard" trials (Stage 4), but still below that reported at the pre-test 
and "very easy" trial stages. 
Comparing levels between the two conditions, initially at the pre-test stage, 
there was no difference in the levels of self-confidence reported by the subjects. 
However, differences did emerge once the treatment group were assigned "very easy" 
goals, with the treatment group reporting higher self-confidence than the control group. 
Once goal difficulty was increased to a "challenging" level (Stage 3), self-confidence in 
the treatment condition was reduced to such an extent that the subjects in the control 
condition actually reported greater self-confidence. This pattern continued through the 
"very hard" trials (Stage 4) and a difference remained even at the post-test stage (Stage 
5). Thus, as with cognitive anxiety, it would appear that self-confidence in the 
treatment condition changed as a function of the manipulation of goal difficulty. However, 
unlike cognitive anxiety, where there was only a single increase across the different goal 
levels, self-confidence decreased twice, once from the "very easy" trials to the 
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"challenging" trials, and then again when the "very hard" goals were assigned. 
Correlational Analyses 
Correlations between the variables examined in the three separate blocks 
of trials are presented in Table 4.3. Looking firstly at the goal setting processes and 
performance, it can be seen that effort and performance correlated significantly and 
positively only during the third block of trials. The only other significant predictor of 
performance was goal difficulty during block 2, with performance increasing with 
increases in goal difficulty. Effort was not significantly correlated with either goal 
acceptance or difficulty. Not surprisingly, goal acceptance was negatively and 
significantly related to goal difficulty in each of the trial blocks (Note 4.7). Turning to 
the correlations between the CSAI-2 components, the goal setting processes and 
performance, it can be seen in Table 4.3 that self-confidence was positively and 
significantly correlated with goal acceptance across the three blocks of trials and 
negatively correlated with goal difficulty in block 1. Cognitive anxiety correlated 
negatively and significantly with goal difficulty and goal acceptance in block 1, whilst 
somatic anxiety correlated negatively and significantly only with goal acceptance in 
block 1. On the strength of this correlational evidence, it would appear that self- 
confidence was more consistently and strongly related to goal setting processes than 
cognitive anxiety and somatic anxiety. It should be noted at this stage that self- 
confidence, as measured by the CSAI-2, is effectively situation-specific, and thus very 
similar to the concept of self-efficacy. With self-confidence being viewed in this 
manner, these results would appear to confirm those of Hollenbeck and Klein (1987). 
Correlations amongst the CSAI-2 subcomponents support earlier findings of some 
covariance (e. g. Martens et. al., 1990; Jones and Cale, 1989b; Gould et. al., 1984). 
However, it should be noted that the majority of the correlations are relatively small 
and account generally for low levels of variance. 
Discussion 
The distinct differences in goal acceptance and subjective goal difficulty between the 
'very easy', 'challenging' and 'very hard' goals strongly suggest that the manipulation of 
goal difficulty level was successful. As expected, this manipulation of goal difficulty 
levels was accompanied by changes in cognitive anxiety and self-confidence. The increase 
------------------------------------------------------------ Note 4.7: It should be emphasized that this experiment was not designed to specifically isolate 
any predictors of performance. However, a series of regression analyses were conducted to 
investigate whether any of the goal setting or anxiety components could predict eventual 
performance. Both stepwise multiple regressions and polynomial regression analyses were 
conducted and the results showed that there were no significant predictors of performance at 
any stage throughout the experiment. 
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in goal difficulty from 'very easy' to 'challenging' produced an increase in cognitive 
anxiety and a reduction in self-confidence. Changing the assigned goal from 'challenging' 
to 'very hard' was accompanied by a further reduction in self-confidence but cognitive 
anxiety did not increase. This differential patterning of cognitive anxiety and self- 
confidence across goal difficulty levels suggests that setting very difficult, unrealistic 
goals may have a greater effect on self-confidence than on cognitive anxiety, although 
causal relationships cannot be inferred from the findings of this study. 
How do these changes in anxiety and self-confidence relate to the changes in the 
processes of effort and performance? Initially, at the pre-test stage, there was no 
difference in cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and self-confidence in the treatment and 
control conditions. Similarly, there was no difference in performance as indicated by the 
original ability scores at this stage. However, differences between the two conditions did 
emerge as the two different goal conditions were assigned. In the control condition, where 
the goal was ' do your best', performance in block 1 was greater than that in the 
treatment condition where a 'very easy' goal was imposed. This superior performance in 
the control condition was achieved even though at this stage cognitive anxiety was higher 
and self-confidence was lower than that in the treatment condition. There was no 
difference between conditions in the levels of somatic anxiety. When the 'challenging' 
goals were assigned to the treatment condition, performance was greater than that in the 
control condition. Once again, however, this superior performance was achieved even 
though there was a higher level of cognitive anxiety and a lower level of self-confidence 
than in the control condition. There was no difference in the levels of somatic anxiety. 
When the 'very hard' goals were assigned in the treatment condition, a similar pattern of 
results emerged. Performance in the treatment condition was higher than that in the 
control condition even though cognitive anxiety was higher and self-confidence was 
lower. Furthermore, somatic anxiety was higher in the treatment condition as compared 
with the control condition. Thus, the higher levels of anxiety, both cognitive and somatic, 
and the lower levels of self-confidence appear to be associated, at least at a group level, 
with higher levels of performance. However, it should be remembered that the actual 
levels of the cognitive and somatic scores were quite low and that such effects may 
disappear when higher levels of anxiety are reported. 
The findings of this experiment provide support for Locke et al. 's (1981) 
proposal that specific, difficult goals lead to better performance than vague, general 
goals, but they also suggest that goals which are too easy result in worse performance 
than vague goals. Furthermore, the findings relating to the anxiety components may 
assist an understanding of why these performance increments occur under such goal 
setting conditions. It may be that increases in anxiety, both cognitive and somatic, are 
facilitative to performance on a perceptual-motor task at least at the relatively low 
97 
absolute levels reported in this study (Note 4.8). Such an explanation is supported by 
the earlier findings of Parfitt and Hardy (1987) and Jones and Cale (1989b). 
Obviously, if such increases continued at the higher absolute levels of anxiety, the 
positive relationship may no longer exist and the anxiety levels may become debilitative. 
In other words, with higher absolute levels of anxiety, goal setting may become 
dysfunctional in terms of performance outcome. This suggestion is of course speculative 
but may be worthy of further consideration. 
When comparing the pattern of change in the levels of self-confidence and 
performance, the results of this study are somewhat confusing. Whilst the reductions in 
self-confidence in the treatment condition were expected and may be explained by the 
manipulations of goal difficulty, what is surprising is that the reductions in self- 
confidence appear to have had no detrimental effect on performance. Although there is 
evidence that in certain situations increases in anxiety may facilitate performance, there 
is little evidence that reductions in self-confidence are associated with higher levels of 
performance. One study that did report increases in performance with decrements in 
self-confidence was that by Gould et al. (1987), although these authors could offer no 
explanation as to why this should have occurred. One possible explanation for the results 
in this experiment may focus around the interaction between the nature of the task and 
the conditions under which subjects were required to perform. The relatively simple, 
novel task and the artificial, laboratory environment may have combined to produce 
somewhat misleading results, especially when referring to self-confidence. The measure 
of self-confidence employed in this study may act as a measure of expectations of success, 
that is, does the subject expect to achieve the assigned goal? Indeed, can it refer to 
anything else as it is a relatively new task that has little meaning to the subjects? 
Individuals may have been confident about performing the perceptual speed task itself 
but not confident about achieving the assigned goal. It may be that there would be a 
difference in response if the questions related more specifically to the 'product' (i. e. 
achieving the assigned goal) or the 'process' (i. e. performing well on the perceptual 
speed task). These suggestions are speculative and inconclusive. The exact meaning of 
certain questions may have differed between individuals and is indeed a problem that will 
be returned to at a later point. 
Note 4.8: It is worth noting that the CSAI-2 provides cognitive and somatic anxiety scores 
which range from 9-36. The range of anxiety levels reported in this experiment, 11-16 for 
cognitive anxiety and 11-12 for somatic anxiety, may be considered to lie at the lower end of 
this range. 
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Effort scores were higher in the control condition for the first block of trials as 
compared to those in the treatment condition when the assigned goals were 'very easy'. 
However, as goal difficulty increased in the treatment condition, subjects reported an 
increase in effort to a level that was greater than in the control condition. Comparing 
the effort and performance scores at each stage, it would appear that the greater the 
effort, the greater the performance. In block 1, the subjects in the control condition 
demonstrated greater effort and performance than the subjects in the treatment 
condition, whilst in blocks 2 and 3, the subjects in the treatment condition demonstrated 
greater effort and performance. It is again interesting to note how the pattern of the 
effort scores altered in conjunction with the changes in anxiety and self-confidence. As 
with the performance scores described earlier, there was greater effort when the levels 
of cognitive anxiety were relatively high and when levels of self-confidence were 
relatively low. It may be the case that increases in anxiety served to focus attention and 
increase levels of effort on the task. Although there were reductions in self-confidence in 
the treatment condition, subjects reported increased effort in the 'challenging' and 'very 
hard' goals. However, it should be noted that the effort scores in both groups were high 
and skewed in distribution so that some caution should be exercised when interpreting 
these results. 
Erez and Zidon's (1984) proposal that increases in goal difficulty lead to 
increases in performance and possibly effort as long as goals are accepted, but lead to 
decreases in performance and effort once goals are rejected, was not supported in this 
study; both task performance and effort remained constant after goal rejection. The 
results of this second experiment thus support the findings from Experiment 1. One 
explanation for these results may centre on the concept of goal rejection. Specifically, 
goal rejection may not bind the individual to react in the expected fashion. There may be 
some cognitive re-evaluation, for example, with an imposed goal being rejected and 
superceded by a self-set goal which may itself then direct behaviour. The relatively 
stable effort and performance scores may be a reflection of the individual subjects 
assigning themselves specific, difficult goals throughout this period. Consequently, it is 
possible that effort and performance are maintained not by the imposed goal but more by 
some self-assigned goal. Of course, this suggestion is speculative but it does appear to 
warrant further investigation. 
An alternative interpretation of these results is that effort and performance may 
operate independently of the other cognitive responses of subjective goal difficulty and 
goal acceptance, at least in the stages immediately following goal rejection. Perhaps there 
needs to be a more prolonged period of rejection before the processes of effort and 
performance are affected. Intuitively, this would seem to be correct. In early stages of 
goal rejection there may still be a tendency for subjects to 'have a go' and try to reach the 
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target even though they perceive it to be unobtainable. It would be interesting to examine 
how long it would be, if at all, before goal rejection had an effect on effort and 
performance and also the importance of moderating variables such as personality and 
importance of the task. 
These results may have an important implication for those individuals who are 
responsible for setting goals and targets for others. The consensus from the goal setting 
literature is that, ideally, "realistic, challenging goals" should be assigned. However, if 
there is little indication as to the ability level of any given individual, where does one set 
the initial goal or target? It may be that, at least initially, a vague, general goal may 
provide a useful starting point rather than risk setting a goal that may be too easy for the 
individual. From this general beginning, more specific and difficult goals may then be set 
at a later stage. Of course, experienced coaches and managers may argue that such a 
strategy is already incorporated into many individual goal setting programmes. The 
empirical evidence presented in this study may simply provide a theoretical rationale 
for an old established practice. 
An alternative strategy could be to set a high target that is obviously 
unobtainable. The results of the present study seem to suggest that such a tactic would not 
lead to impaired performance. However, some caution should be employed at this stage. 
The suggestion that changes in effort and performance may occur independently from 
changes in goal difficulty and goal acceptance at least in the immediate stages following 
goal rejection may be an artefact of the experimental design adopted in this study. The 
performances at the 'very hard' goal level were produced only after early success at the 
'very easy' and 'challenging' levels. If, on the other hand, a 'very hard' goal had been 
assigned relatively early in task performance and failure had occurred at this point, this 
may have had detrimental effects on later performance, even if the goal level was 
subsequently lowered. Similarly, the emotional response in terms of cognitive anxiety, 
somatic anxiety and self-confidence may have been affected by the order in which the goal 
levels were assigned in the treatment condition. More specifically, although self- 
confidence was particularly sensitive to manipulation of goal difficulty, it may be that 
the cognitive anxiety response may have been affected by the earlier successes, in terms 
of performance exceeding the assigned goals, at the 'very easy' and 'challenging' goal 
levels. As outlined earlier in the procedure section, a further study including a 
randomized goal difficulty order may provide further insight into this issue. 
Although the processes underlying goal setting and the anxiety response incurred 
by the individual may be measured separately, these concepts may be based upon the 
same set of cognitions about the situation. If this were the case, similar patterns of 
change could be expected for goal difficulty and cognitive anxiety and also for goal 
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acceptance and self-confidence when goal difficulty is manipulated. This was not the case 
in the study reported here. However, the differential patterning of these responses may 
be due to some latency period where the subjects are actively involved in evaluating the 
feedback from the environment. In a multi-trial design such as the one adopted in this 
study, failure feedback may take some time before affecting the subjects' cognitions and 
anxiety responses. Thus, whilst the results of this study provide partial support for the 
strategy of setting unobtainable targets to maximise effort and performance, it should be 
remembered that such goals were only assigned after 'very easy' and 'challenging' goals 
had been successfully achieved. Failure feedback arising when the 'very hard', 
unobtainable goals had been assigned may possibly still be under evaluation by the 
subject and hence the consequences and reactions to such failure may not yet be fully 
expressed in terms of performance and anxiety response. The design adopted in this study 
deliberately manipulated the goal level from 'very easy', through 'challenging', to 'very 
hard' goals, in an attempt to ensure that some of the processes underlying goal setting 
could be investigated with the knowledge that each subject had gone through the same set 
of experiences and perceptions regarding the experimental task. It is acknowledged that 
the trials were not randomised and that a different pattern of results may well emerge if 
the experiment were to be repeated in such a fashion. However, the adoption of such a 
design was felt to reflect in some way the stages of learning and subsequent cognitions 
often encountered in sporting situations. That is, in the early stages, easy goals are often 
assigned by the coach or teacher which are then increased when subjects display 
indications of task mastery. The transferrability of the results from this laboratory- 
based study employing a very simple task to more applied sporting situations obviously 
needs further investigation. 
The correlational analyses between the different variables were, in general, 
relatively small. One of the problems of these analyses was that due to the large number 
of observations considered, relatively small correlations emerged as being statistically 
significant. Whilst there was statistical significance between certain variables, it was 
extremely difficult to assign any meaning to the patterns of the correlations displayed 
across the different blocks of trials. 
Exactly how the anxiety response relates to the goal setting mechanisms outlined 
earlier is still unclear. It would appear from this particular experiment that the higher 
levels of cognitive anxiety and lower levels of self-confidence reported at the 'very hard' 
goal difficulty level did not interfere with task performance or effort, or did they? Did 
these changes in cognitive anxiety and self-confidence help maintain effort and 
performance? 
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This experiment was designed to investigate certain goal setting variables and 
monitor the levels of anxiety associated with the changes in goal level. These two 
objectives have successfully been achieved. Whilst this experiment has focused on a 
description and explanation of essentially a non-competitive situation, the sporting 
examples given in Chapter 1 related to individual reactions and perceptions across both 
non-competitive (practice) and competitive (match) situations. It is the comparison 
between both these conditions that will be considered in the following Chapter. 
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The sporting examples provided in Chapter 1 highlighted situations in which 
athletes were able to successfully perform certain skills and achieve goals under 
practice or non-stressful conditions but perceived themselves as less able to do so when 
placed in competitive situations in which the levels of stress in the environment were 
increased. In order to facilitate an understanding of these types of situations, Experiment 
2 was designed to investigate some of the variables underlying the goal setting process 
whilst also monitoring concomitant anxiety levels. The findings from Experiment 2 
essentially established that individuals responded differently when different types of goal 
were assigned, both in terms of their perceptions towards the goal and also in terms of 
their anxiety response. Whilst Experiment 2 was successful in that it achieved the 
objectives of measuring certain key variables, it had limited application in furthering 
our understanding of how an individual would react under the different environmental 
conditions (i. e. competitive versus non-competitive) that are present in the examples 
described in Chapter 1. Would the pattern of responses in both the goal setting variables 
and the anxiety response be the same when the environmental conditions were 
manipulated? 
In an attempt to move closer to the type of situation outlined in the examples in 
Chapter 1, certain experimental design modifications were required. Consequently, 
Experiment 3 was designed so that subjects were required to perform under different 
situations. The different environmental conditions outined in those examples were 
'practice' type situations where individuals were essentially performing in a non- 
competitive situation, and 'match' type conditions where performance was carried out 
against others in a competitive situation. Thus, an attempt was made to simulate the 
essential differences between these two environmental conditions in Experiment 3. 
It has been suggested by Martens (1977) that competitive or ego-threatening 
situations are likely to create a stressful environment. Interestingly, Earley et al. 
(1989) suggested that goals may be dysfunctional if an individual is already stressed or 
under pressure, or when the assignment of a specific, difficult goal may create excessive 
pressure and degrade performance. The discussion to Experiment 2 highlighted similar 
proposals especially if absolute levels of anxiety were increased. The design adopted in 
this experiment attempts the investigation of such a proposal. 
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The different types of goals to be considered in this experiment include those 
from Experiment 2 (i. e. "do your best" and specific, increasingly difficult goals) and 
also an additional type of goal where subjects are required to set their own specific goal 
levels. This additional type of goal was introduced because it was highlighted in the 
discussion to Experiment 2 that individuals may have been setting their own goals. Also, 
it may well be the case that in many situations individuals do set their own targets and do 
not necessarily rely on others for performance direction. 
Thus, this third experiment investigated three separate goal groups. Each group 
was required to perform the perceptual speed task as employed in Experiments 1 and 2 
under two environmental conditions in a repeated measures design. The two 
environmental conditions under consideration in this experiment were designed to 
simulate competitive and non-competitive situations. 
In summary, the major purposes of Experiment 3 were to focus on investigating 
the reactions and perceptions to different types of goals, in terms of goal setting and 
anxiety variables, and also to investigate whether these reactions were different when 
performing under different environmental conditions. 
Although many specific hypotheses could be investigated in this experiment, 
special consideration was given to two general hypotheses; 
1). There would be differences between the three different groups in terms of the 
goal setting variables and the anxiety response, and 
2). Within each goal group, there would be differences between condition in 
terms of goal setting variables and the anxiety response. 
Method 
The subjects examined in this study were 60 undergraduate and postgraduate 
students in the Department of Physical Education and Sports Science at Loughborough 
University. This sample comprised 30 males and 30 females with ages ranging from 18 
to 27 (Mean=21.15, S. D. =2.54). 
Competitive state anxiety was measured via the CSAI-2 as described and 
employed in Experiment 2. 
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Goal Settina Variables 
Goal acceptance, subjective goal difficulty and effort were measured via the single 
item questions described and employed in Experiments 1 and 2. 
ISS 
The task employed in this experiment was a perceptual speed task as described 
and employed in Experiments 1 and 2. 
Design and Procedure 
The male and female subjects were semi-randomly (to ensure equal numbers of 
males and females in each group) assigned to one of three goal groups; an 'external- 
specific' goals group, an 'external-vague' goals group or an 'internal-specific' goals 
group. Thus, each group consisted of 10 male and 10 female subjects. The 'external- 
specific' goals group were assigned specific, increasingly difficult, goals by the 
experimenter on the same basis as that employed in Experiment 2. Specifically, the 
subjects in this group were assigned 'very easy', 'challenging' and 'very hard' goals based 
upon their own ability levels. Subjects in the 'external-vague' goals group were 
instructed by the experimenter to "do your best" on each perceptual speed trial. Again, 
the instructions to this goal group were the same as those delivered in Experiment 2. The 
subjects in the 'internal-specific' goals group were instructed to set their own goals 
prior to each perceptual speed trial. The exact instructions were; "In the space provided 
on the perceptual speed task, please write down the specific goal you have in mind for 
this particular trial". Thus, three separate goal groups were considered in this 
experiment, with different subjects in each goal group. Within each goal group, a 
balanced, repeated measures design was adopted. The experiment consisted of a 
familiarization session, a 'non-competitive' and a 'competitive' condition. Following the 
familiarization session, the subjects were assigned to one of two treatment orders (i. e. 
'non-competitive' followed by 'competitive' or 'competitive' followed by 'non 
-competitive') so that order effects were minimized. The three sessions took place on 
consecutive days at the same time of day in order to control for any diurnal variations. 
The procedure for the subjects in both the non-competitive and competitive 
conditions was similar to that described in Experiment 2. In the non-competitive 
condition, subjects visited the laboratory on their own and performed the perceptual 
speed tasks following the instructions and goal conditions as delivered by the 
experimenter. In the competitive condition, subjects were invited to the laboratory in 
pairs and were required to perform the perceptual speed tasks following the same 
instructions as those provided in the non-competitive condition. The only difference was 
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that additional ego-threatening instructions were delivered to the subjects in the 
competitive condition (Note 5.1). The exact instructions were; 
"From this point onwards you will now be competing against one another on this 
task. In fact, you will not only be competing against one another but also against 
everyone else involved in this experiment. Your scores from this experiment 
will be ranked and posted on every year noticeboard and in the staff common 
room". 
Each subject was reminded of the fact that they were in competition immediately before 
completing the CSAI-2 questionnaires prior to each block of perceptual speed trials. 
In the familiarization session, all subjects were presented with the perceptual 
speed task and the CSAI-2. It was explained that each subject was required to visit the 
- laboratory on two further occasions; one occasion where they would perform the 
perceptual speed tasks alone and one further occasion where there would be another 
subject performing at the same time (Note 5.2). On arrival for both the non- 
competitive and competitive conditions, each subject was required to complete the CSAI- 
2 with three practice trials in mind. Following completion of the CSAI-2, each subject 
completed three practice trials and was required to score his/her last practice trial by 
summing the number of digits correctly cancelled. Following the procedure of Erez and 
Zidon (1984) and that employed in Experiment 2, this total was then taken as a measure 
of that subject's original ability and was subsequently used as the basis for the 
assignment of the specific goals for the subjects in the 'external-specific' goals group. 
This procedure was also adopted so that each subject could clearly identify 
their own level of performance. The procedure from this point onwards was 
essentially the same as that described in Experiment 2. Each subject was required to 
complete three blocks of trials, each containing two perceptual speed trials. The 
subjects in the 'external-specific' goals group were assigned 'very easy', 
'challenging' and then 'very hard' goals which they were required to mark or underline 
Note 5.1: These instructions were adopted in order to manipulate levels of cognitive anxiety 
and followed a procedure similar to that adopted by Hardy and Parfitt (1991). 
Note 5.2: Due to the practical problem of arranging for two people to visit the laboratory at the 
same time, subjects had to be told that the experiment required them to perform one of their 
two sessions at the same time as another subject. They were not told any details of this 
session but it may well have been that the subjects became aware that this session would 
involve something 'different' from that session in which they were required to perform alone. 
Thus, it is possible that the effect of the 'competition' condition may have been minimised if the 
subjects were prepared for this condition. However, observation of the subjects when the 
instructions were delivered at the beginning of the 'competition' condition suggested that this 
was not the case. Nevertheless, this prior knowledge may have had an effect on some subjects. 
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in the number grid so as to ensure that the goal target was clearly visible. The subjects 
in the 'internal-specific' goals group were instructed to determine their own goal level 
for each perceptual speed trial. Each subject was required to write down their own goal 
and, again, these targets were marked in the number grid. The subjects in the 'external- 
vague' goals group were assigned a non-specific, vague goal of "do your best" for each 
trial. Consequently, no targets were marked in the number grid for this group. The CSAI- 
2 was completed on five occasions throughout the experiment; pre-test, prior to block 
1, prior to block 2, prior to block 3, and at the post-test stage. Questions relating to goal 
acceptance and goal difficulty were administered immediately prior to each perceptual 
speed trial, whilst a question relating to effort was completed immediately after each 
trial. A summary of the procedure in both conditions is described in Figure 5. Following 
the completion of the experiment, all subjects were required to complete a SCAT which 
would be used to compare competitive trait anxiety between the three different goal 
groups (See Appendix 6). 
Results 
There are a large number of results that can be reported for this experiment. In 
order to focus specifically on the general hypotheses outlined earlier, the results were 
analysed firstly between group and secondly, within group but between goal condition. 
The design adopted in this experiment does allow a wide range of valid analyses. It is 
acknowledged that the results from this experiment could be described and analysed in 
many different ways. The between group and within group analyses were conducted using 
two-way analyses of variance. Although separate three-way analyses would have 
provided similar information, it would also have reduced the number of subjects per cell 
to such a point where the power of the test would have been reduced . Consequently, in 
order to address the particular hypotheses generated for this experiment, separate two- 
way analyses of variance were deemed to be more appropriate. 
A one-way analysis of variance conducted on the 'original ability' scores revealed 
no significant differences in terms of ability on the task. Similarly, in order to check 
that each group was similar in terms of competitive trait anxiety, a one-way analysis 
of variance was conducted on SCAT scores which revealed no difference between the 
groups (Note 5.3). These findings suggest that the randomisation effectively equated the 
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groups in terms of ability on the task to be performed and trait sport anxiety. 
Between Group Analyses 
In order to address the general hypothesis regarding the potential differences 
between the three different goal groups, goal acceptance, subjective goal difficulty and 
effort were all separately analysed using repeated measures two-way analyses of 
variance. The two factors were group ('external-specific', 'external-vague' and 
'internal') and block (1-3). Performance scores and errors were similarly analysed 
with the exception that the block factor also included the "original ability" score as an 
additional level. The CSAI-2 components of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and self- 
confidence were also analysed using repeated measures two-way analyses of variance. 
For these analyses, however, the factors were group and stage (1-5), where the five 
stages corresponded with each administration of the CSAI-2 during the experiment. 
Follow-up Tukey tests were employed to determine between which means significant 
differences were evident. Means and standard deviations for all the dependent variables 
are shown in Tables 5.1 and 5.2. 
Subjective Goal Difficulty 
The group by block interaction for subjective goal difficulty was significant 
(F(4,234)=142.61; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 5.1) and is shown in Figure 5.1. 
There was no change in the perception of goal difficulty in the 'external-vague' goals 
group. In the 'internal-specific' goals group the perceptions of difficulty were 
lower in block 1 than in both blocks 2 and 3. Subjective goal difficulty progressively 
increased across the three blocks in the 'external-specific' goals group. 
When considering between group differences it should be remembered that this 
experiment employed a 'between-subjects' design which may cause problems when 
attempting between group comparisons. Nevertheless, in the first block of trials the 
subjects in the 'internal-specific' goals group perceived greater difficulty than that in 
both of the other goal groups. Also within this block, the "very easy" goals in the 
'external-specific' goals group were perceived as less difficult than the "do your best" 
goals in the 'internal-specific' group. In block 2, the only difference was that goal 
difficulty was higher in the 'internal-specific' goal group than both the other two 
groups. Finally, in block 3, goal difficulty was lower in the 'external-vague' group than 
Note 5.3: This questionnaire is a unidimensional trait anxiety measure and was the only trait 
measure available at the time of the experiment. For a recent multidimensional trait anxiety 
measure, readers are referred to Smith, Smoll and Schutz (1990). 
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TABLE 5.1: Means and Standard Deviations for Goal Acceptance, Goal Difficulty, 
Effort, Performance Scores and Errors Across the three Goal 
Groups. 
DEPENDENT BLOCK 
VARIABLE NUMBER 
Goal 
Acceptance 1 
2 
3 
Goal 
Difficulty 
Effort 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
Performance 
Errors 
original 
ability 
1 
2 
3 
original 
ability 
1 
2 
3 
INTERNAL-SPECIFIC EXTERNAL-SPECIFIC EXTERNAL-VAGUE 
MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION DEVIATION DEVIATION 
2.33 1.14 3.68 0.47 2.84 0.73 
1.95 1.49 1.26 1.89 2.91 0.76 
1.69 1.68 -1.41 2.96 2.95 0.90 
6.69 1.27 2.23 1.41 5.80 2.18 
7.81 1.29 6.49 1.62 5.95 2.52 
7.96 1.18 8.39 1.44 5.91 2.63 
7.81 0.90 5.75 2.68 7.76 0.71 
8.19 0.94 7.78 1.42 7.83 0.84 
8.21 1.07 8.25 1.37 7.94 0.74 
71.23 9.07 
78.80 9.21 
80.35 9.51 
81.10 8.76 
74.70 11 . 
29 
80.15 10.75 
82.60 9.80 
84.80 9.59 
70.78 6.65 
77.18 6.06 
78.58 5.92 
79.63 6.50 
0.40 0.64 0.54 0.67 0.48 0.59 
0.33 0.55 0.41 0.54 0.59 0.83 
0.54 0.82 0.65 0.94 0.39 0.56 
0.35 0.53 0.55 0.76 0.33 0.49 
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TABLE 5.2: Means and Standard Deviations for Cognitive Anxiety, Somatic 
Anxiety, and Self-Confidence Across the three Goal Groups. 
INTERNAL-SPECIFIC EXTERNAL-SPECIFIC EXTERNAL-VAGUE 
MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION DEVIATION DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT STAGE 
VARIABLE 
Cognitive 
Anxiety 1 14.70 4.69 11.88 3.48 13.30 4.40 
2 17.75 6.14 12.23 3.98 16.45 4.95 
3 18.10 6.37 14.88 5.24 16.45 5.72 
4 18.15 6.61 16.15 6.13 15.78 5.43 
5 16.48 5.16 13.80 4.86 16.00 5.37 
Somatic 
Anxiety 1 11.58 2.75 11.03 2.70 11.28 2.89 
2 13.85 4.21 11.90 3.25 13.25 4.33 
3 14.53 4.41 12.50 4.26 13.45 4.56 
4 14.95 4.77 13.60 5.49 13.10 4.41 
5 13.65 4.27 12.93 4.77 12.70 4.13 
Self- 
Confidence 1 26.58 5.69 27.90 5.80 27.40 5.40 
2 25.60 6.32 29.10 5.62 24.88 6.48 
3 25.35 6.03 25.80 5.96 25.23 6.91 
4 24.58 5.93 22.43 6.37 25.53 6.97 
5 25.33 5.63 26.13 6.06 25.98 7.00 
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both the goals in the 'internal-specific' group and the "very hard" goals assigned in the 
external-specific' goals group. These results suggest that the manipulation of goal level 
in the 'external-specific' group was successful in that the perceptions of goal difficulty 
progressively increased with increases in objective goal difficulty. Whilst subjects in 
the 'external-vague' group perceived the three blocks of trials as being equally difficult, 
the subjects in the 'internal-specific' group perceived greater difficulty for blocks 2 
and 3 as compared to block 1. This suggests that there may have been an increase in the 
level of the goals set within this group. Subsequent analyses of the goal levels that were 
set by the subjects in this group did in fact reveal that higher goal targets had been set in 
blocks 2 and 3 as opposed to those set in block 1: mean goal level block 1= 77.32, S. D. = 
10.53; mean goal level block 2= 82.87, S. D. = 11.07; mean goal level block 3= 84.17, 
S. D. = 11.28. 
Goal Acceptance 
The interaction between group and block for goal acceptance was significant 
(F(4,234)=74.49; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 5.2) and is shown in Figure 5.2. The 
levels of goal acceptance in both the 'internal-specific' and 'external-vague' goals groups 
did not alter significantly across the three blocks of trials. The only difference exhibited 
across block was in the 'external-specific' goals group where goal acceptance 
progressively decreased with increases in goal difficulty. More specifically, when the 
"challenging" goals were assigned (block 2) goal acceptance was lower than that reported 
when the subjects were presented with the "very easy" goals (block 1). As goal 
difficulty was further increased and the assigned goals became "very hard" (block 3), 
goal acceptance was rated below zero. Following the terminology outlined by Erez and 
Zidon (1984) and that used in Experiments 1 and 2, the goal at this level was thus 
rejected. 
Comparing between groups, differences emerged on each block of trials. In block 
1, goal acceptance in the 'external-specific' goals group, where the goals were "very 
easy", was higher than the level of acceptance in both the other groups. In block 2, the 
situation had changed with goal acceptance in the 'external-vague' goals group being 
higher than in both the other two groups. In block 3, goal acceptance in the 'external- 
specific' group had decreased to such an extent that it was lower than the levels reported 
in the other two groups. Goal acceptance in the 'external-vague' goals group was still 
higher than that reported in the 'internal-specific' group. These results provide further 
evidence that the manipulation of goal difficulty in the 'external-specific' group was 
successful. Furthermore, it is interesting to note that, in blocks 2 and 3, goal 
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acceptance was highest in the 'external-vague' goal group. 
Performance 
The analysis of variance results revealed that there was no main effect of group 
(p>0.05) nor indeed any interaction between group and block (p>0.05). However, there 
was a significant main effect of block (F(3,351)=197.8; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 
5.3) which is shown in Figure 5.3a. Performance scores progressively increased from 
the "original ability" level throughout blocks 1,2 and 3. These results suggest that 
performance scores increased at the same rate across the three different goal groups 
(Note 5.4). It is interesting to note that even though there were differences between 
groups in terms of goal acceptance and goal difficulty, these differences did not appear to 
have any differential effect on performance (see Figure 5.3b for the performance scores 
between groups). The results from the analysis of variance showed that although there 
was no main effect of block or group, there was a significant interaction 
(F(6,351)=3.07; p<0.01) for performance errors. However, it should be noted that the 
error scores were very small, with means ranging from 0.33 in Block 1 of the 'internal' 
group to 0.65 in Block 2 of the 'external-specific' group. With the overall performance 
scores averaging around 78 digits per trial, even a maximum error score of 0.65 was 
not taken to be important in the context of this study. 
Effort 
The significant interaction between group and block (F(4,234)=18.74; p<0.01) 
(See Appendix Table 5.4) for the effort scores is shown in Figure 5.4. Whilst effort was 
stable across the three blocks in the 'internal-specific' and 'external-vague' goals 
groups, effort did change in the 'external-specific' goal group. Effort was lower when the 
"very easy" goals were assigned as compared to when the "challenging" and "very hard" 
goals were delivered in blocks 2 and 3 respectively. It should be noted that the effort 
scores were in general quite high and that there may be some "ceiling effect" present in 
these effort scores. 
Comparing between groups, the only difference to emerge was in block 1 where 
the effort in the 'external-specific' group was lower than the effort reported in both the 
external-vague' and 'internal' groups. When considering the 'external-specific' goals 
group, although it would appear that the low level of perceived goal difficulty was 
associated with a low level of effort when the "very easy" goals were assigned, these 
Note 5.4: At first sight these results are slightly confusing and indeed somewhat worrying. One 
of the major reasons for using the perceptual speed task was that learning effects were very 
quickly overcome. The increases in performance reported here may be indicating that learning 
of the task is still taking place. In Experiments 1 and 2, the results suggested that learning had 
been completed in that there were no increases in performance over the time of the experiment. 
These results are difficult to explain in the light of the results from Experiments 1 and 2. 
115 
FIGURE 5.3a 
82 
80 
2 
0 U 
Cl) 
m 78 
2 
cd 
E 
0 
76 
74 
72 
MAIN EFFECT FOR PERFORMANCE SCORES 
block 
9G 
88 
86 
84 
ä 82- 
80- 
78- 
m 
76- 
74- 
72- 
70 
PERFORMANCE SCORES BETWEEN GROUPS 
external-specific 
original 
ability 
block 
2 3 
internal-specific 
external-vague 
116 
original 123 
ability 
FIGURE 5.4 
9- 
8 
t 0 m7 
6 
5 
EFFORT SCORES BETWEEN GROUPS 
internal-specific 
external-specific 
3xternal-vague 
123 
block 
FIGURE 5.5 
20- 
18- 
16- 
14 
12 
10 
stage 
COGNITIVE ANXIETY BETWEEN GROUPS 
internal-specific 
external-vague 
external-specific 
117 
12345 
associated perceptions did not appear to be associated with any performance decrement. 
Cognitive Anxiety 
The interaction between group and stage was significant (F(8,468)-6.09; 
p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 5.5) and is shown in Figure 5.5. Cognitive anxiety in the 
'internal-specific' goals group initially increased from the pre-test stage (stage 1) to 
prior to the trials of block 1 (stage 2) but then remained relatively stable across the 
remainder of the experiment. Similarly, the level of cognitive anxiety in the 'external- 
vague' group increased from stage 1 to stage 2 but then did not change across the 
remaining stages. The pattern of change in the levels of cognitive anxiety in the 'external- 
specific' goals group was somewhat different. There was no difference in the levels of 
cognitive anxiety reported at the pre-test stage (stage 1) and at stage 2 where "very 
easy" goals were assigned. However, at stage 3, where "challenging" goals had been 
delivered to the subjects, cognitive anxiety increased such that it was higher than that 
reported at both the previous stages. Although the level of cognitive anxiety at stage 4, 
when "very hard" goals were assigned, was not higher than that reported at stage 3, it 
was greater than that reported at stages 1' and 2. At the post-test stage (stage 5) the 
level of cognitive anxiety decreased from that reported at stage 4 but still remained 
higher than that exhibited at the pre-test stage (stage 1). The manipulation of goal 
difficulty in the 'external-specific group' appears to have had some effect on the levels of 
cognitive anxiety in that increases in goal difficulty were associated with higher levels of 
cognitive anxiety. 
Comparing levels of cognitive anxiety reported between groups, at the pre-test 
stage (stage 1) cognitive anxiety was higher in the 'internal-specific' goal group as 
compared to the 'external-specific' goals group. At stage 2, increases in the levels of 
cognitive anxiety in both the 'internal' and 'external-vague' goals groups produced a 
situation where these two groups exhibited greater cognitive anxiety than that reported 
in the 'external-specific' goals group. Even though there was an increase in cognitive 
anxiety in the 'external-specific' goals group when "challenging" goals were assigned, a 
difference still existed at stage 3. Although there was no difference between the levels of 
cognitive anxiety in the 'external-vague' and 'external-specific' goals groups, cognitive 
anxiety in the 'internal-specific' group was still higher than that reported in the 
'external-specific' group. At stage 4, the 'internal' group exhibited higher levels of 
cognitive anxiety than both the other groups. At the post-test stage (stage 5), the level of 
cognitive anxiety in the 'external-specific' group had decreased such that it was lower 
than that reported in the other two groups. The 'internal' goals group exhibited greater 
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cognitive anxiety than that reported in the 'external-specific' group throughout the 
different stages of the experiment. Levels of cognitive anxiety reported in the vague goals 
group were similar to those reported in the 'internal' goals condition with the only 
difference emerging at stage 4 where cognitive anxiety was higher in the 'internal- 
specific' goals group. When compared to the 'external-specific' goals group, the levels of 
cognitive anxiety in the 'external-vague' group were higher at stages 2 and 5. It is 
interesting to note that at no stage were the levels of cognitive anxiety in the 'external- 
specific' group higher than either of the other two groups. 
The results of the analyses of variance for somatic anxiety revealed a significant 
interaction (F(8,468)=2.5; p<0.05)(See Appendix Table 5.6) and is shown in Figure 
5.6. In the 'internal-specific' goals group, the only difference to emerge was that 
somatic anxiety at the pre-test stage was lower than all other stages. There were no 
differences in the levels of somatic anxiety across stages 2,3,4 and 5. Similarly, in the 
'external-vague' goals group the only difference to emerge was that somatic anxiety in 
the pre-test stage was lower than at all other stages. A different pattern of change was 
produced in the 'external-specific' goals group. As with cognitive anxiety in this group, 
there was no difference between the levels of somatic anxiety reported at stages 1 and 2. 
However, the levels of somatic anxiety at stages 3,4 and 5 were all higher than that 
reported in the pre-test stage. The only other difference across stage in this goals group 
was that the level of somatic anxiety at stage 4, where "very hard" goals were assigned, 
was higher than when the "very easy" goals were assigned at stage 2. 
Comparing the levels of somatic anxiety across group, there were no differences 
at stage 1 or stage 5. However, during the performance period (stages 2,3 and 4) 
differences did emerge between group. At stage 2, somatic anxiety was higher in the 
'internal-specific' goals group as compared with the 'external-specific' group. This 
difference was repeated at stage 3 but did not emerge at stage 4. However, at stage 4, 
somatic anxiety in the 'internal-specific' group was higher than that reported in the 
'external-vague' goals group. It is again interesting to note that the only differences to 
emerge between group were that levels of somatic anxiety were higher in the 'internal- 
specific' group than those reported in the other two goal groups. 
The group by stage interaction for self-confidence was significant 
(F(8,468)=11.42; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 5.7) and is shown in Figure 5.7. The 
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only difference in self-confidence to emerge in the 'internal-specific' group was that the 
level of self-confidence in stage 4 was lower than that reported at the pre-test stage. In 
the 'external-vague' goals group, the level of self-confidence at the pre-test stage was 
higher than that reported in stages 2,3 and 4. No other significant differences emerged 
within this goal group. Several differences emerged across stage in the 'external- 
specific' group. There was no difference in the level of self-confidence between stages 1 
and 2, that is, between the pre-test stage and the stage where "very easy" goals were 
assigned. At stage 3, where the "challenging" goals were assigned, there was a decrease in 
self-confidence such that the level was lower than that reported at the two earlier stages. 
With the assignment of the "very hard" goals, a further decrease in self-confidence was 
reported such that the level at this stage was again lower than all the previous stages. 
Levels of self-confidence recovered post-test to a level that was higher than that 
reported when the goals were "very hard" (stage 4) but still lower than that reported 
when the "very easy" goals were assigned (stage 2). 
Comparing between groups, the only differences to emerge were at stages 2 and 4. 
At stage 2, the level of self-confidence in the 'external-specific' group when "very easy" 
goals had been assigned was higher than that in both the other two groups. At Stage 4, 
when the "very hard" goals were assigned in the 'external-specific' group, the level of 
self-confidence decreased to such an extent that it became lower than that reported in the 
other two groups. Consequently, during the performance period (stages 2,3 and 4) the 
only group to report changes in self-confidence was the 'external-specific' group. It 
would appear, therefore, that self-confidence was particularly sensitive to the 
manipulation of goal difficulty within this group. 
In order to address the second general hypothesis relating to the potential 
differences within each group but between condition, goal acceptance, subjective goal 
difficulty and effort were all separately analysed using repeated measures two-way 
analyses of variance. The two factors were condition (non-competitive versus 
competitive) and block (1-3). Performance scores and errors were similarly analysed, 
with the exception that the block factor again included the "original ability" score as an 
additional level. The CSAI-2 components of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and self- 
confidence were also analysed using repeated measures two-way analyses of variance. 
For these analyses, however, the factors were goal condition (as above) and stage (1-5), 
where the five stages corresponded with each administration of the CSAI-2 during the 
experiment. Follow-up Tukey tests were employed to determine between which means 
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significant differences were evident. Means and standard deviations for all the dependent 
variables are shown in Tables 5.3-5.8. As outlined at the beginning of this section, there 
are a large number of results that may be described from this experiment. Summary 
tables of the main effects and interactions for all the dependent variables in each of the 
three groups are presented in Tables 5.9-5.11. The purpose of this summary table is to 
identify which of the many results should be further described which specifically relate 
to the general hypothesis under consideration. 
Table 5.9 shows that there were no main effects of goal condition in any of the 
three different goal groups. These results were somewhat "disappointing" given the 
results of an earlier pilot study which indicated that there would be an effect of such a 
stressor on the CSAI-2 components. The main effects of block and stage of the variables 
under consideration have already been described in the Between Groups Analyses section. 
Consequently, the following section outlines the results within each goal group only of 
those variables in which significant interactions occurred between condition and 
block/stage (Note: This approach was felt to be the most appropriate one in order to 
highlight the variables which were affected by the environmental manipulation). 
'Internal-Specific' Goals Group 
The analyses of variance results revealed only one significant interaction 
involving goal condition in the 'internal-specific' goals group; that is in the case of 
effort. 
Effort 
The interaction between condition and block was significant 
(F(2,78)=5.00; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 5.8) and is shown in Figure 5.8. Effort 
was relatively stable in the 'competitive' condition with no differences emerging across 
the three blocks of trials. In the 'non-competitive' condition, there was an increase in 
reported levels of effort from block 1 to block 2. There was no further increase in effort 
at block 3 although the level of effort remained higher than that reported in block 1. 
There were no differences between condition on any of the three blocks. These results 
suggest that the 'competitive' condition appears to have had the effect of maintaining or 
stabilising levels of effort whereas in the 'non-competitive' condition, the levels of 
effort appeared to be variable (Note 5.5). 
Note 5.5= Does the source of the interaction lie with the actual level at which individuals set 
their own goal levels? Separate one-way analyses of variance revealed that there was no 
difference between the two conditions in terms of the actual level at which the individuals set 
their own goal levels. The mean goal levels for the three blocks of trials in the 'non- 
competitive' condition were 76.3,81.8 and 82.9 respectively, whilst in the 'competitive' 
condition the mean goal levels were 78.3,83.9 and 85.45 respectively. Although there is some 
evidence that there was a trend for the subjects to set higher goals under the 'competitive' 
condition, there was no statistical difference. 
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TABLE 5.3: Means and Standard Deviations for Goal Acceptance, Goal Difficulty, 
Effort, Performance Scores and Errors for the Internal-Specific 
Goals Group in both the Competitive and Non-Competitive 
Conditions. 
NON-COMPETITIVE CONDITION COMPETITIVE CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT BLOCK 
VARIABLE NUMBER 
Goal 
Acceptance 1 
2 
3 
Goad 
2.38 1.02 2.28 1.27 
1.90 1.39 2.00 1.62 
1.48 1.92 1.90 1.43 
Difficulty 1 6.53 
2 7.70 
3 7.95 
Effort 1 7.58 
2 8.25 
3 8.33 
Performance original 
ability 70.40 
1 77.60 
2 79.40 
3 80.10 
Errors original 
ability 0.41 
0.34 
2 0.58 
3 0.26 
1.38 6.85 1.16 
1.26 7.93 1.34 
1.15 7.98 1.24 
0.82 8.05 0.93 
0.77 8.13 1.10 
0.88 8.10 1.24 
9.27 72.05 9.03 
5.16 80.00 9.34 
9.57 81 .30 
9.59 
8.55 82.10 9.02 
0.56 0.38 0.56 
0.53 0.33 0.59 
0.85 0.50 0.81 
0.42 0.43 0.61 
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TABLE 5.4: Means and Standard Deviations for Cognitive Anxiety, Somatic 
Anxiety, and Self-Confidence in the Internal-Specific Goals Group 
in both the Non-Competitive and Competitive Conditions. 
NON-COMPETITIVE CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT STAGE 
VARIABLE 
Cognitive 
COMPETITIVE CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
Anxiety 1 13.65 4.34 15.75 4.90 
2 17.35 5.91 1 8.1 5 6.49 
3 17.45 6.28 18.75 6.55 
4 17.35 5.92 18.95 7.30 
5 16.45 5.13 16.50 5.34 
Somatic 
Anxiety 1 11.25 2.65 11.90 2.88 
2 13.30 3.94 14.40 4.50 
3 13.70 4.21 15.35 4.57 
4 14.10 4.44 15.80 5.05 
5 13.35 4.32 13.95 4.31 
Self- 
Confidence 1 26.90 5.11 26.25 6.34 
2 25.85 6.31 25.35 6.48 
3 25.50 5.85 25.20 6.35 
4 25.05 5.83 24.10 6.15 
5 25.90 5.61 24.75 5.75 
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TABLE 5.5: Means and Standard Deviations for Goal Acceptance, Goal Difficulty, 
Effort, Performance Scores and Errors for the External-Vague Goals 
Group in both the Non-Competitive and Competitive Conditions. 
NON-COMPETITIVE CONDITION COMPETITIVE CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT BLOCK 
VARIABLE NUMBER 
Goal 
Acceptance 1 2.9 5 0.7 2 2.73 0.73 
2 2.80 0.82 3.03 0.70 
3 2.95 0.99 2.95 0.86 
Goal 
Difficulty 1 5.50 2.22 6.10 2.15 
2 5.63 2.63 6.28 2.42 
3 5.60 2.73 6.23 2.56 
Effort 1 7.73 0.64 7.80 0.79 
2 7.60 0.79 8.05 0.84 
3 7.93 0.82 7.95 0.67 
Performance original 
ability 71.45 6.61 70.10 6.78 
1 77.00 6.14 77.35 6.13 
2 77.20 6.09 79.95 5.55 
3 78.85 7.01 80.40 6.04 
Errors original 
ability 0.48 0.62 0.48 0.57 
1 0.53 0.87 0.65 0.81 
2 0.23 0.34 0.55 0.69 
3 0.28 0.41 0.38 0.56 
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TABLE 5.6: Means and Standard Deviations for Cognitive Anxiety, Somatic 
Anxiety, and Self-Confidence in the External-Vague Goals Group in 
both the Non-Competitive and Competitive Conditions. 
DEPENDENT STAGE 
VARIABLE 
Cognitive 
Anxiety 
Somatic 
Anxiety 
Self- 
Confidence 
NON-COMPETITIVE CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
COMPETITIVE CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
1 13.45 4.37 13-15 4.53 
2 15.40 4.80 17.50 5.00 
3 15.45 4.94 17.45 6.37 
4 14.95 4.99 16.60 5.84 
5 15.20 5.10 16.80 5.64 
1 11.20 2.82 11.35 3.03 
2 12.35 3.56 1 4.1 5 4.91 
3 12.65 3.86 14.25 5.15 
4 12.40 3.82 13.80 4.93 
5 12.20 4.07 13.20 4.23 
1 26.75 5.37 28.05 5.48 
2 25.75 6.26 24.00 6.74 
3 26.00 6.91 24.45 7.02 
4 25.90 7.15 25.15 6.95 
5 26.45 7.00 25.50 7.14 
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TABLE 5.7: Means and Standard Deviations for Goal Acceptance, Goal Difficulty, 
Effort, Performance Scores and Errors for the External-Specific 
Goals Group in both the Non- Competitive and Competitive 
Conditions. 
NON-COMPETITIVE CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
COMPETITIVE CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT BLOCK 
VARIABLE NUMBER 
Goal 
Acceptance 1 3.68 0.52 3.68 0.44 
2 0.95 1.98 1.58 1.79 
3 -1.78 2.93 -1.05 3.02 
Goal 
Difficulty 1 2.35 1.66 2.10 1.13 
2 6.68 1.25 6.30 1.94 
3 8.68 0.69 8.10 1.90 
Effort 1 5.63 2.73 5.88 2.69 
2 7.83 1.25 7.73 1.60 
3 8.38 1.18 8.13 1.56 
Performance original 
ability 75.05 11.83 74.35 11.02 
1 80.00 10.68 80.30 11.09 
2 81.85 9.97 83.35 9.83 
3 84.45 7.14 85.15 9.25 
Errors original 
ability 0.71 0.76 0.37 0.52 
1 0.58 0.59 0.25 0.44 
2 0.83 1.09 0.48 0.75 
3 0.65 0.73 0.45 0.81 
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TABLE 5.8: Means and Standard Deviations for Cognitive Anxiety, Somatic 
Anxiety, and Self-Confidence in the External-Specific Goals 
Group in both the Non-Competitive and Competitive Conditions. 
NON-COMPETITIVE CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT STAGE 
VARIABLE 
Cognitive 
COMPETITIVE CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
Anxiety 1 11.25 2.99 12.50 3.89 
2 11.20 3.27 13.25 4.44 
3 14.50 5.04 15.25 5.56 
4 15.65 5.34 16.65 6.94 
5 13.35 4.51 14.25 5.27 
Somatic 
Anxiety 1 10.55 2.28 11.50 3.05 
2 11.05 2.72 12.75 3.57 
3 11 . 85 3.70 
13.15 4.75 
4 12.55 4.82 14.65 5.95 
5 12.55 4.99 13.30 4.65 
Self- 
Confidence 1 28.75 5.43 27.05 6.17 
2 30.20 5.80 28.00 5.36 
3 25.65 5.62 25.95 6.42 
4 21.85 5.68 23.00 7.09 
5 25.70 6.67 26.55 5.53 
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Goals Group 
There was only one significant interaction involving condition in the 'external- 
specific' goals group; that is, in the case of self-confidence. 
The analysis of variance results revealed a significant interaction for self- 
confidence (F(4,152)=2.52; p<0.05) (See Appendix Table 5.9) which is shown in 
Figure 5.9. In the 'non-competitive' condition there was no difference in the level of 
self-confidence between that reported at stage 1 and stage 2. However, when the 
"challenging" goals were assigned at stage 3 there was a decrease in the level of self- 
confidence such that it was lower than both the previous two stages. Similarly, when 
the "very hard" goals were assigned at stage 4, there was a further decrease such that 
the level of self-confidence at this stage was lower than all the previous stages. There 
was an increase in self-confidence at the post-test stage (stage 5) but this level still did 
not reach that exhibited earlier at stage 2. The pattern of self-confidence in the 
'competitive' condition was slightly different. The only differences to emerge centred 
around the level of self-confidence at stage 4, where the "very hard" goals were assigned. 
There was no change in the level of self-confidence across stages 1,2, and 3. However, 
once the "very hard" goals were assigned, the level of self-confidence decreased to a level 
which was lower than that reported in stages 1 and 2. At the post-test stage the level of 
self-confidence did increase, returning to the levels reported at Stages 1,2 and 3. 
Although there was a slightly different patterning of self-confidence levels across 
the stages of the experiment, at no stage did differences emerge between condition. It is 
interesting to note that whilst the manipulation of goal difficulty produced the expected 
decreases in self-confidence in the 'non-competitive' condition, there was only a single 
decrease in the 'competitive' condition. 
'External-vague' Goals Group 
The most interesting results relating to this third experiment appear to be those 
produced in the 'External-vague' goals group. As opposed to the single interactions that 
emerged in the two specific goals groups, four significant interactions between condition 
and block/stage emerged from the analyses of the 'external-vague' group. These were in 
the variables of goal acceptance, cognitive anxiety, self-confidence and performance. 
The analysis of variance for goal acceptance revealed a significant interaction 
(F(2,76)=3.76; p<0.05) (See Appendix Table 5.10) which is shown in Figure 5.10. 
Goal acceptance in the 'non-competitive' condition was fairly stable with no differences 
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emerging across the three blocks of trials. In the 'competitive' condition, however, there 
was a slight increase in goal acceptance from block 1 to block 2. There was no difference 
in the level of goal acceptance in block 3 as compared to the two earlier blocks of trials. 
Comparing between condition, there were no differences in any of the three blocks. 
The condition by stage interaction for cognitive anxiety was significant 
(F(4,152)=2.70; p<0.05) (See Appendix Table 5.11) and is shown in Figure 5.11. 
Cognitive anxiety in the 'competitive' condition increased from the pre-test stage to stage 
2. From stage 2 through to the end of the experiment (stage 5) cognitive anxiety was 
relatively stable and always higher than that reported at the pre-test stage. The pattern 
of cognitive anxiety levels in the 'non-competitive' condition was similar in that the 
initial increase from the pre-test stage to stage 2 was followed by a relatively stable 
level of cognitive anxiety across the remaining stages. The only difference from the 
'competitive' condition was that cognitive anxiety in the pre-test stage was lower than 
that reported in stages 2 and 3 but not lower than that reported at stages 4 and 5. 
When comparing between conditions, the level of cognitive anxiety was higher in 
the 'competitive' condition at stages 2 and 3 but not at stages 1,4 and 5. It may be that 
an external-vague goal is perceived differently across the two goal conditions. These 
different perceptions may have given rise to the greater levels of cognitive anxiety 
expressed in the 'competitive' condition at stages 2 and 3. 
The interaction between condition and stage for self-confidence was significant 
(F(4,152)=3.19; p<0.05) (See Appendix Table 5.12) and is shown in Figure 5.12. Self- 
confidence in the 'non-competitive' condition was relatively stable across all five stages 
of the experiment. However, in the 'competitive' condition self-confidence was lower in 
the three performance periods (stages 2,3 and 4) as compared to the pre-test stage. 
There was no difference in the level of self-confidence between the pre-test and post- 
test stages. 
There were no differences between condition at any of the five stages of the 
experiment. Despite the decreases in self-confidence in the 'competitive' condition from 
the pre-test stage, the fact that no differences emerged between condition would appear 
to suggest that cognitive anxiety may be more sensitive to condition manipulation than 
self-confidence, at least in the 'external-vague' goals group. 
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Performance 
The analysis of variance results for performance scores revealed a significant 
interaction between block and condition (F(3,114)= 3.29; p<0.05) (See Appendix Table 
5.13) which is shown in Figure 5.13. In the 'non-competitive' condition, performance 
in blocks 1,2 and 3 was higher than that exhibited at the 'original ability' level. In the 
'competitive' condition, a similar pattern emerged where performance was higher in 
blocks 1,2 and 3 than that shown at the 'original ability' level. However, it should be 
noted that within the 'competitive' condition performance also increased from block 1 to 
block 3. Comparing performance scores at each block, at no point were there any 
differences between condition. Although there was a discrepancy between condition on 
cognitive anxiety scores, these differences did not appear to be reflected in performance. 
It should be noted that once again, both correlational and regression analyses 
were conducted on the data from this experiment. However, the results of these analyses 
were generally inconclusive, with the results revealing low correlations and no 
significant predictors of performance at any stage throughout the experiment. 
It would appear from the results of the between condition analyses that 
individuals when placed in different goal setting groups reacted differentially to the 
changes in goal condition. Whilst the subjects in the specific goals groups ('internal- 
specific' and 'external-specific') did not appear to be greatly affected by the condition 
manipulation, the subjects in the vague, "do your best" group did appear to be affected by 
'competitive' condition. 
Discussion 
The major purpose of Experiment 3 was to determine the pattern of responses, in 
terms of both the goal setting process and multidimensional anxiety, when groups with 
different goals performed under differing environmental conditions. Would there be 
differences between the different groups or indeed between the different conditions? 
Furthermore, following the proposals of Earley et al. (1989), would any of the specific 
goals be dysfunctional in terms of effort and performance when subjects were placed in a 
stressful, competitive environment? 
Before discussing the results of this experiment, it is worth considering the 
environmental manipulation employed during this experiment. The aim was to create a 
competitive, ego-threatening performance environment and contrast this with the 
situation in which subjects were required to perform in a non-competitive environment. 
It was intended that the 'competitive' condition would be considered by the subjects as 
more stressful than the 'non-competitive' condition. The environmental manipulation 
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was successful in that a different situation was created; in Martens et al. 's (1990) 
terms, 'an objective-competitive environment' was established. However, it is not clear 
as to what extent this situation was internalized or perceived as competitive by the 
subjects. A series of semi-structured interviews conducted with each subject after they 
had completed the experiment suggested that they definitely perceived a different 
environment, but that it was not necessarily more stressful. Indeed some individuals 
actually reported that having to perform alone, in the 'non-competitive' condition was 
more "off putting" than when they were required to perform with another subject under 
competitive instructions. Thus, there was some evidence that the perceptions of each 
individual subject may have been different toward the condition manipulations. 
Consequently, although two different environments were created, some uncertainty 
remains as to whether the 'competitive' condition was perceived as more stressful by the 
subjects. The fact that the two conditions may not have been simulating the different 
environmental conditions required for this experiment is somewhat supported by the 
fact that no significant main effects emerged between the 'non-competitive' and 
'competitive' conditions on either cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety or self-confidence 
for any of the three goal groups. It may be the case, that even though there was a 
familiarisation session, the laboratory environment itself may have been a "stressor" 
that affected the subjects to a greater extent than either of the two condition 
manipulations. The fact that each goal group did produce at least one interaction involving 
goal condition did offer some support for the view that, at some stage, different 
conditions were perceived by the group as a whole. 
The effects of the environmental manipulation need to be considered when 
interpreting the results of this experiment. Although the actual physical conditions 
under which the experiment were performed were most definitely manipulated, the 
perceptions of each individual cannot be considered as being manipulated in such a 
straightforward manner. Thus, for the remainder of this discussion, whilst the different 
environmental conditions, 'non-competitive' and 'competitive' will be considered, there 
is no intention to infer the 'competitive' condition was more stressful, only as being 
different in some way. 
Let us first of all consider the between group differences; that is, were there any 
differences between the three different goal groups in terms of either the goal setting 
variables or the anxiety response. The levels of subjective goal difficulty (i. e. how hard 
each group considered their particular goal to be) were not surprisingly different 
between goal group. As was described in Experiment 2, subjective goal difficulty in the 
'external-specific' group progressively increased across the three blocks of trials. 
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Thus, the manipulation of objective goal difficulty within this group was successful, with 
the 'very easy' goals being perceived as relatively easy and the 'very hard' goals being 
perceived as somewhat harder. The 'external-vague' goals group, not surprisingly, 
considered the vague goal as equally difficult across the experiment. What was of some 
interest was the pattern of response of subjective goal difficuty for the 'internal-specific' 
(i. e. self-set) group. The results suggested that the subjects within this group perceived 
the goals as getting harder across the experiment. Indeed, this may be explained when 
considering the actual goals that they set themselves. The subjects within this group set 
themselves harder goals on blocks two and three, than in block one. The reasons for these 
findings are difficult to isolate. If the subjects had been achieving their set targets one 
could understand the level of the next goal to increase. However, with performance 
generally being below the self-set goal, it is not clear as to why subjects should then have 
further increased their goal. One of the assumptions that was made when allowing this 
group to assign their own goals was that they would do so in a rational manner. The term 
"rational" being taken as an assumption that if goal levels were reached, the next goal 
level would be slightly higher (but not significantly so statistically) than the previous 
goal level, or alternatively, if the goal was not reached, the goal level would be decresed 
or would remain constant. The results from this experiment suggest that the goals that the 
subjects set themselves did not appear to have such a rational basis. 
How do the relative subjective goal difficulty levels in each group compare against 
one another? Interestingly, the 'internal-specific' group perceived greater goal difficulty 
than the other two goal groups on the first two blocks of trials. In the final block of trials, 
the 'external-specific' group reported greatest goal difficulty. Once again, the reasons for 
these different perceptions is unclear. It may be the case that the subjects setting their 
own goals internalised the goals to a greater degree, but this is a speculative explanation 
that would need future investigation. The patterns of subjective goal difficulty for each 
goal group across the three blocks of trials were generally as expected. However, a 
meaningful comparison and interpretation of the results across groups is not facilitated 
by the fact that there were different individuals in each of the groups. Even though the 
different groups were taken from the same population (physical education students) and 
that overall there was no difference in original ability on the task, it is unlikely that the 
different groups were matched identically on their perceptions of their ability. 
The results relating to goal acceptance were generally as expected. Not 
surprisingly, goal acceptance within the 'internal-specific' group was constant across the 
three blocks of trials. When the subjects were assigning their own goals it would be 
expected that they would accept them. Levels of goal acceptance in the 'external-vague' 
goal group were also relatively stable across the three block of trials. When a vague goal 
is assigned throughout the experiment, there is no reason for it to be interpreted 
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differently and consequently no reason for the level of acceptance to change. The only 
group where levels of goal acceptance did change was in the 'external-specific' goals 
group. With increases in objective goal difficulty, as expected, levels of acceptance 
progressively decreased to a point where 'goal-rejection' occurred on the "very hard" 
trials. 
Contrary to expectations, there was no difference between groups in terms of 
performance scores. The results revealed no main effect of group and no interaction, thus 
suggesting that all three groups produced similar patterns of performance across the 
experiment. The point of interest that emerges here, and one that has already been 
briefly mentioned, is the relationship between performance and the actual goal level at 
which the subjects in the 'internal-specific' group set their targets. It would appear that 
initially, on block one, the subjects set themselves a target that they could achieve. 
Having seen that they could achieve this target, it would appear that the group as a whole 
increased their goal level for the second block of trials. Although performance increased 
from that exhibited in block one, the average performance scores at this stage did not 
reach the average self-set goal level. One would expect, therefore, that if the subjects 
were behaving in a rational manner, they would keep the goal level the same. Although 
there appeared a trend for the goal level to increase (from 82-84) this increase was not 
statistically significant and one could therefore argue that goal level was held constant 
as expected. Once again, although performance on block three increased from that 
exhibited on block two, the self-set goal level was not quite achieved. It should be noted at 
this point that this pattern of performance was the same for the other goal groups. Thus, 
there was no difference in terms of performance across the three goal groups. Could it be 
that the mere stimulus of assigning any goal produces an increase in performance? These 
results are somewhat difficult to explain. 
Interestingly, whilst there were no differences in performance between group, 
there were differences in the amount of perceived effort reported by the groups. 
Although effort was stable in the 'internal-specific' and 'external-vague' goal groups, 
there were changes in the 'external-specific' goals group . Effort increased when the 
'challenging' and 'very hard' goals were assigned as opposed to when the 'very easy' goals 
were set. It may be the case that reported changes in effort occurred because of the 
change in expectations of success within the 'external-specific' group. As the goals were 
made harder, the expectations of success (i. e. the perceptions about achieving those 
goals) were diminished. Subjects may have increased the amount of effort in a belief that 
increased effort would produce an increase in performance. It may be the case that effort 
only increases or decreases when such expectations are altered. In the other two goal 
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groups, there was no direct manipulation of the expectations of success and therefore no 
reason to expect any change in the amount of effort exerted. It should also be pointed out 
that the subjects in this group may have responded in a socially desirable manner; that 
is, they may have wished to appear to be trying harder and exerting more effort for the 
harder goals because that is what they thought the experimenter wished. 
The fact that there were no changes in effort in the first two groups may possibly 
be a reflection that the subjects could have been highly motivated and were already 
exerting maximum effort. Given that the subjects were physical education students who 
were also volunteers, this is not surprising. It could be that the mere fact that this 
experiment involved subjects of this nature, who respond in such a highly motivated 
manner, may have contaminated the experimental design. In other words, subjects may 
have been competing with one another, even when performing in an 'alone' condition, to 
such a degree that the instructions to 'do your best' may have been overlooked or become 
minimally important when the subjects were actually performing. Thus, the assignment 
of any goal may have been enough to stimulate each subject to set their own targets, 
thereby further confounding the experimental design (See Weinberg (1990) for a more 
detailed discussion of this area of concern). 
Turning to the anxiety response, cognitive anxiety was relatively unchanged 
throughout the experiment in the 'external-vague' and 'internal-specific' goal groups. 
However, there were changes in the 'external-specific' goals group. When the 
challenging goals were assigned to this goal group, cognitive anxiety increased to a level 
higher than that that reported when the 'very easy' goals were assigned. Although there 
was no further increase when the 'very hard' goals were assigned, cognitive anxiety at 
this stage was still higher than that reported when the 'very easy' goals were assigned. 
Within the 'external-specific' goal group these increases in cognitive anxiety did not 
interfere or lead to decrements in performance. However, it should be noted that the 
absolute levels of cognitive anxiety were relatively low, (mean scores ranged from 11- 
16) and that increases at this level may not necessarily interfere with performance. 
This point was similarly identified in Experiment 2 and will be returned to at a later 
stage. 
It was interesting to compare the levels of cognitive anxiety between goal groups. 
Initially, at the pre-test stage, the levels of cognitive anxiety in the 'internal-specific' 
group were higher than the other two groups. This was somewhat surprising and difficult 
to explain as there were no differences between the three different goal groups in terms 
of competitive trait anxiety. At stage two of the experiment, the level of cognitive 
anxiety in the 'external-specific' group was lower than the other two groups. This may 
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not be surprising as the assigned goal was a 'very-easy' target. However, when the 
challenging goals were assigned, at stage three, although the level of cognitive anxiety 
increased, the absolute level was still lower than that exhibited in the 'internal-specific' 
goal group. Indeed, this pattern was repeated when the 'very hard' goals were assigned. 
In other words, the 'internal-specific', self-set goals condition was associated with 
higher levels of cognitive anxiety as compared to the group assigned specific goals by the 
experimenter. Why should individuals be more anxious about a goal that they set for 
themselves? Does having to set the target themselves invoke cognitions about the 
forthcoming task and place some degree of uncertainty in their minds? Some tentative 
explanations have been offered to these questions throughout this section. This 
experiment was not specifically designed to address these issues but they are obviously 
worthy of future consideration. 
It is of further interest that a similar pattern emerged when considering the 
results relating to somatic anxiety. Somatic anxiety was higher in the 'internal-specific' 
goals group when compared to the 'external-specific' group at stages 2 and 3 of the 
experiment. Also, at stage 4, the level of somatic anxiety was higher in the 'internal- 
specific' group as compared to the 'external-vague' group. It would appear, therefore, 
that both cognitive and somatic anxiety were higher in the 'internal-specific' group as 
compared to the other two groups. Once again it is worth noting that even though there 
were differences in terms of the anxiety response, there were no differences in terms of 
eventual performance. Although the increased levels of anxiety may not be debilitating at 
the relatively low levels reported here, if such findings were repeated at higher levels 
or indeed in more applied settings, there may be important implications for the coach or 
manager in terms of allowing subjects or athletes to set their own goals. 
The results relating to self-confidence were generally as expected. The levels of 
self-confidence in the 'external-vague' and 'internal-specific' goal groups were 
relatively constant whilst performing the perceptual speed task (i. e. stages 2,3 and 4). 
However, the 'external-specific' goals group did report progressive decreases in self- 
confidence from stages 2 to 3 and again from stages 3 to 4. This was not surprising as 
these changes were probably a function of the increases in objective goal level and 
subsequent decreases in the expectations of success for the subjects within this group. 
The differences between group appeared because of the fluctuation in self-confidence in 
this 'external-specific' goals group. At stage two, where the goals in this group were 
'very easy', self-confidence was higher than in the other two goal groups. When the very 
hard goals were assigned, self-confidence was lower than the other two groups. 
To summarise the group results, the pattern across the three goal groups was 
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largely as expected. There were relatively few changes in the 'external-vague' or 
'internal-specific' goals group. In the 'external-specific' goals group, where there was 
a deliberate manipulation of expectations of success, there were increases in perceptions 
of goal difficulty and cognitive anxiety and decreases in goal acceptance and self- 
confidence. The interesting results when comparing across the groups came from the 
relatively higher levels of cognitive and somatic anxiety in the 'internal-specific' group 
which emerged at certain stages of the experiment. In terms of the general hypothesis 
outlined earlier, these results provide some support that there were differences between 
the different goal groups. 
The within group analyses were performed in order to address the second general 
hypothesis that related to whether there would be differences in any of the three goal 
groups when the environmental conditions were manipulated. Considering the results 
from Table 5.9, it appears that the 'external-vague' goals group was more sensitive to 
the condition manipulation than the other two groups, in that four significant 
interactions emerged from the results of the 'external-vague' group as opposed to single 
interactions in each of the other two groups. In the 'internal-specific' goals group, 
effort was the only variable to be affected by the condition manipulation. Whilst effort 
was relatively stable in the 'competitive' condition, there was an increase in effort when 
subjects performed in the 'non-competitive' condition. In the 'external-specific' goals 
group, self-confidence was the only variable to be affected by the condition manipulation. 
In the 'competitive' condition self-confidence was relatively stable whilst performing 
the perceptual speed task. However, in the 'non-competitive' condition, self-confidence 
decreased twice as harder goals were assigned. In both these examples, the 'competitive' 
condition appears to have produced a more stable response whereas the 'non-competitive' 
condition appears to be associated with a greater variability of response. Does this 
indicate that competition may act as a moderating/regulating mechanism at least when 
goals are of a specific nature? Could it be that the competitive environment sets some 
form of minimum anxiety response level for individuals performing under such an 
environment? Of course these represent speculation and this area obviously requires 
further investigation. 
Turning to the results of the subjects placed in the 'external-vague' goals 
condition, the general pattern of the response under the different conditions does not 
appear to be the same as the other two groups. In this group, goal acceptance was 
relatively stable in the 'non-competitive' condition but increased in the 'competitive' 
condition. Whilst there is no apparent reason why the level of goal acceptance should 
change in the 'non-competitive' condition, the increase in the goal acceptance in the 
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'competitive' condition is somewhat surprising. In this goal group the subjects were 
asked to rate the degree to which they accepted the goal that was set for them. The goal 
was deliberately vague and conveyed by a "do your best" instructional set. What is the 
meaning of goal acceptance to such a vague goal? Does the meaning of the question change 
when under different conditions? Indeed it is hard to explain why goal acceptance should 
increase in the 'competitive' condition when the assigned vague goal remained the same. 
One speculative explanation maybe that having performed the first block of trials under 
'competitive' conditions, the subjects became more focused on the goal or felt more 
capable of producing their best performance and therefore increased acceptance. In other 
words, does the mere presence of others help subjects to focus on the task in question? 
One alternative to this proposition is that mentioned in the discussion of Experiment 2. 
The 'competitive' condition may have induced a re-evaluation of the vague goal and it may 
have been replaced by some form of specific goal. The only comment that can be made 
with any confidence would be that the perceptions of the subjects' in the 'competitive' 
condition appear to have changed after the first block of trials. It is interesting, 
however, that there was no further change as subjects moved on to the third block of 
trials. These results are confusing and difficult to interpret especially when individual 
subjects may have perceived the "do your best" instruction in different ways. 
Staying with the 'external-vague' group, cognitive anxiety in the 'non- 
competitive' condition was relatively stable whilst performing the perceptual speed 
task. The pattern for cognitive anxiety in the 'competitive' condition was similar but at 
stages 2 and 3 the absolute levels of cognitive anxiety were higher in the 'competitive' 
condition as compared to the 'non-competitive' condition. Thus, as expected, cognitive 
anxiety was higher in the 'competitive' condition providing some support for the 
proposal that the manipulation of goal condition was successful in terms of creating a 
more 'stressful' environment. What is interesting is that the expected increase in 
cognitive anxiety was evident in this goal condition but not in the other two goal groups, 
where specific goal targets were identified. Could it be that setting specific goals helps to 
focus individuals attention to such an extent that they ignore/are not affected by the 
condition manipulation? When vague goals are assigned, however, there is no particular 
focus for individuals and they may be more susceptible or sensitive to changes in the 
environment such as the introduction of competition. 
In the 'external-vague' group, levels of self-confidence in the 'non-competitive' 
condition remained relatively stable across the whole experimental period. However, in 
the 'competitive' condition self-confidence was lower during the performance period 
(i. e. stages 2,3 and 4) than that expressed in the pre-test period. The nature of the goal 
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remained unchanged between the two conditions; the only difference was the condition 
manipulation in that the subjects performed under competitive instructions. Thus, once 
again the subjects placed in the vague goal condition appeared to be affected by the 
condition manipulation. Unlike the cognitive anxiety results, there were no differences 
at any stage between condition. Could it be that cognitive anxiety is more sensitive to 
changes in environmental condition than self-confidence? Within this 'external-vague' 
group, the competition condition appears to have some effect on the individuals' affective 
response, how do these changes combine and manifest themselves in terms of overall 
performance? 
It should be pointed out that the subjects from both conditions exhibited an 
increase in performance from the original ability score to the score on block 1. This is 
particularly interesting because it appears to suggest the possibility that the assignment 
of any goal, regardless of its nature whether (vague or specific), or indeed regardless of 
the conditions under which it is assigned (non-competitive or competitive) will produce 
an initial increase in performance. As was discussed in Experiment 2, this may not be 
the only reason for this pattern of results; nevertheless, it may be worthy of further 
consideration. 
After this initial increase, and as may be expected from the other results from 
within this goal group, the subjects when completing the perceptual speed task in the 
'non-competitive' condition produced a relatively stable performance. This was not the 
case in the 'competitive' condition. The performance exhibited in the final block, block 3, 
was higher than that produced in block 1. Thus, within the 'competitive' condition, 
performance had increased twice, firstly from the original ability level to that produced 
in block 1, and then again from blockl to block 3. It should be noted, however, that 
despite the increases in the 'competitive' condition, at no stage throughout the 
experiment were there any differences between the 'non-competitive' and 'competitive' 
conditions. How, then, can the results from within the 'external-vague' goal group be 
summarised? Unlike the two specific goal groups, subjects did produce more variable 
results when performing in the 'competitive' condition. The variability in goal 
acceptance, cognitive anxiety and self-confidence was accompanied or associated with 
increases in performance within the 'competitive' condition. 
The results from this experiment are complex and very difficult to interpret. 
When comparing the results across the different goal groups, it would appear that 
individuals when placed in different goal setting conditions reacted differently. The 
different interactions involving goal condition across the three goal groups would appear 
to support this view. Is it the case that goal specificity or indeed a competitive 
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environment has some form of 'regulating' effect on the perceptions and reactions of an 
individual? In terms of the second general hypothesis outlined in the introduction, the 
results of this experiment therefore offer some support for the suggestion that the 
different goal groups do appear to react differently to different environmental conditions. 
Due to the fact that there was uncertainty as to whether a "stressful" environment had 
been created, the proposal that specific goals may be dysfunctional in terms of effort or 
performance could not be addressed in this experiment (Earley et al., 1989). 
Three laboratory experiments have been described to this point. The experiments 
have been developmental in that they have followed one after another with adaptations in 
the design or methodology being made partly on the basis of the recommendations that 
emerged from the previous experiments. It may be useful at this stage to briefly 
summarize the major developmental progressions. 
The major purpose of the first experiment was to develop an appropriate 
methodology and measure of task performance as well as the goal setting variables of 
subjective goal difficulty, goal acceptance and effort. This objective was largely achieved. 
Subjects were semi-randomly assigned to either a specific goals group, in which 
increasingly difficult specific goals were assigned by the experimenter, or a vague goals 
group where 'do best' goals were assigned, again by the experimenter. The findings of the 
first study appeared to contradict some of the previous research in that performance did 
not increase with increases in goal difficulty. Two possible explanations for this 
inconsistency emerged. Firstly, the nature of the subject population was thought to have 
had some effect, but possibly more importantly, the fact that the goals were not 
individually assigned was identified as an important design factor. Thus, the most 
important recommendation to emerge from the first experiment was that if goal setting 
strategies are to be employed, goals should not be based around a group mean, but instead 
should be based upon the ability of each individual subject. 
Following this recommendation, Experiment 2 employed a design where each goal 
level was based around the ability of each particular individual. One of the major 
purposes of this second experiment was to investigate not only the goal setting variables 
identified in Experiment 1, but also the anxiety response when different types of goals 
were assigned. Two goal conditions were adopted; a vague, "do best" condition and a 
specific goal condition. In the specific goal condition, goal difficulty was progressively 
increased from "very easy" to "challenging" to "very hard". These goal levels were based 
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around the ability level of each individual as recommended from Experiment 1. The 
introduction of these three specific goal levels was different from those assigned in 
Experiment 1, but were selected because they were thought to approximate the way in 
which a coach or teacher may introduce goals as individuals demonstrate increases in 
mastery of a particular skill. Experiment 2 was successful in individually manipulating 
levels-of goal difficulty and thus manipulating individual expectations of success. Changes 
were detected in various goal setting variables, as indeed were changes in the 
multidimensional anxiety components. As expected, in the vague, "do best" goal condition, 
the goal setting and anxiety variables remained relatively stable throughout the 
experiment. However, in the specific goals condition subjective goal difficulty increased 
and goal acceptance decreased with the assignment of the harder goals. Contrary to 
expectations both effort and performance did not decrease even when the "very hard" 
goals were assigned. 
Experiment 2 effectively measured subjects' perceptions when different types of 
goals were assigned. This situation, whilst similar to the sporting examples provided in 
Chapter 1, is not exactly the same. Up to this point, reactions to different types of goal 
had been measured, but under constant environmental conditions. The examples provided 
earlier emphasized changes in environment; for example, from practice to competition 
settings, or from relatively low to high stress situations. The progression that was 
required to approximate these types of situations was to introduce a design that would 
require each individual to perform under different environmental conditions whilst 
continuing to monitor the individual response as outlined above. The discussion of 
Experiment 2 also raised some concern focusing on the extent of internalization of the 
goal; or in other words did the subjects change the goal that was originally assigned to 
them? This raised the question, would the origin of the goal have an effect on the goal 
setting variables or indeed the anxiety response? Consequently, in an attempt to 
investigate this question, it was decided that Experiment 3 should include three different 
goal groups. The two groups that had already been employed in Experiments 1 and 
2 
were to be joined by a self-set, 'internal-specific' goal group. In order to approximate 
the type of sporting situation outlined earlier, the condition manipulation involved the 
creation of a 'practice-type' situation in which individuals performed alone and 
relatively low levels of anxiety were expected. Furthermore, a second environment was 
created which involved a competitive, ego-threatening type situation, in which 
individuals performed alongside and in competition with other individuals. Under these 
circumstances, higher levels of anxiety were expected due to the assumption that the 
individuals were under some form of pressure, perhaps even under "stress". 
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These alterations in design meant that not only could the effects of goal specificity 
be examined but also the effects of goal origin. On the basis of these recommendations, the 
design of Experiment 3 was necessarily more complex than the earlier two experiments. 
The major questions under consideration were: 
1. Would there be any difference between the three different goal groups in terms of the 
goal setting variables measured or in terms of the multidimensional anxiety 
components? 
2. Would individuals within the three goal groups, react in a different manner when a 
change in environment was introduced (i. e. competition versus non-competition)? 
In order to compare between goal condition, a repeated measures design was 
employed within each goal group. Due to the concept of 'psychological reactance', a 
repeated measures design across goal group was not considered appropriate. The theory 
of psychological reactance developed by Brehm (1966) was highlighted by Austin 
(1989) when studying reactions to shifts in goal origin. The essence of reactance theory 
is that perceived threats to freedoms elicit motivational states which lead to behavioural 
and subjective responses. This concept relates to this study in that there were likely to 
be 'behavioural and motivational' states which may have changed if a repeated measures 
design between groups had been adopted. In other words, if a subject performed under a 
'self-set' goal condition, where there was absolute choice about the level of goal, but was 
then required to perform in a specific, assigned goal condition, there may be a perception 
that the freedom to choose an appropriate goal level has been reduced. Some form of 
comparison between goal condition was made possible in that the subject population in 
each goal group was similar in terms of original ability on the task and trait anxiety 
characteristics. Given that all individuals were taken from the same population 
(physical education students), no differences were expected between group, either in 
terms of original ability on the task to be performed or in terms of personality 
characteristics. These aspects were checked and indeed no differences emerged between 
the three goal groups on either of these two types of variables. 
The results of Experiment 3 showed that there were differences between the 
three different goal groups in both the goal setting variables and the anxiety response, 
and that the 'external-vague' goals group appeared to be more sensitive to the condition 
manipulation than the other two groups. Does the fact that only one goal group seemed to 
148 
be affected by this condition manipulation mean that the manipulation effect was not 
particularly strong, or does it suggest that the assignment of specific goals minimises 
the reaction to such a condition manipulation? 
Having outlined the major developments from Experiment 1 through to 
Experiment 3, what are the common themes or discussion points emerging from these 
experiments? First of all, these experiments have employed a perceptual-motor task. 
Could it be that the nature of this task is having an effect on the results of the 
experiments? The task was deliberately chosen as a 'neutral' task in order to minimise 
the intrinsic motivation of the subjects and, consequently, allowing a controlled 
investigation of the effects of different goal setting manipulations (Hall et al., 1987). 
However, this neutral task may be somewhat artificial and different results relating to 
both goal setting and anxiety may be evident if a more ecologically valid, real-life task 
were to be used. The interaction between goal group and anxiety response may, therefore, 
be somewhat different under such different conditions. 
Given that a more ecologically valid task can be examined, what other factors need 
to be taken into consideration? The fact that all the subjects examined to date have been 
physical education students does mean that a very specific population has been 
investigated. Obviously, any inferences to any other group would be extremely tenuous. 
Do physical education students differ in their personality make-up from other 
populations, and if so, does this have an effect on the goal setting-anxiety response 
relationship? Experiment 3 did control one particular personality variable thought to be 
of relevance to this thesis, that of trait anxiety. However, this is unlikely to be the only 
characteristic that may affect an individual's response to different goals in different 
environments. 
What of the goal setting variables under consideration in the first three 
experiments? Subjective goal difficulty, goal acceptance and effort have already been 
defined earlier in this thesis and in Experiments 1-3 were assessed via a single-item 
question. The discussion of Experiment 1 highlighted that potential ambiguities may 
arise surrounding these questions when applied to different goal groups. Do the questions 
have the same meaning? For example, what does goal acceptance actually mean when a "do 
your best" goal is assigned? Does it mean that the individual will simply try hard or does 
it mean they have to achieve their best ever performance score? What does goal 
acceptance mean when a specific goal target has been assigned? Does it mean that the 
individual thought they could achieve the goal target or simply that they were prepared 
to have a go? Indeed, the concept of goal acceptance was further questioned in the 
discussion of Experiment 2. Whatever the meaning of acceptance, is it a transitory state, 
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how long do the subjects accept the goal or more importantly how long do they reject a goal? 
Indeed, if they do reject a goal, what is the consequence of this rejection? Do they give up and 
not try at all, or do they focus on a different goal? The problem of cognitive re-evaluation in 
goal setting has been raised earlier, and is not an easy one to overcome. 
The question relating to subjective goal difficulty provided a manipulation check on the 
level of the objective goat difficulty. When specific goals were under investigation, whether 
internally or externally-assigned, this appeared to be a reasonable and valid question. However, 
the question may have been difficult to answer for subjects placed in a "do your best" goal 
condition. How difficult is a vague "do your best" goal? Although subjects provided answers to 
these questions, there may have been some ambiguity in these answers. In fact it could be that 
the mere act of asking each individual to rate how difficult the vague goal was to them may have 
stimulated that individual to assign some specific value or goal to represent the vague goal. Of 
course, this is speculative and without interviewing each subject there would be no way of 
investigating these inner thoughts and perceptions. 
The question relating to effort has similar problems. What exactly does effort mean? 
Does it mean "how hard did I try"? Does it mean "how long did I concentrate"? Does the question 
relate to mental or physical exertion? Effort is a rather global term and may have been 
interpreted in different ways by different individuals at different times. The question relating 
to effort was presented after the completion of each performance trial so it may also be the case 
that the individual perception of effort is likely to be affected by the actual performance on the 
previous trial. There may be problems associated with accessing complex cognitions such as 
effort, acceptance and difficulty with simple one-line questions. Greater validity may possibly 
be gained by using multi-item questionnaires although this is open to debate. For the purposes 
of this thesis the single item questions were thought to be more appropriate especially due to 
the time constraints imposed by adopting a multi-trial paradigm. 
The results of the experiments described thus far appear to be contrary to expectations 
based upon previous goal setting and performance research. Previous findings (Locke et at. 
1981) suggest that increasing goal difficulty raises performance levels as long as goals are 
accepted by the individuals, and when they are rejected performance decrements are likely to 
occur. In Experiments 2 and 3, goal rejection was reported and yet there was no sign of any 
decrease in performance. This raises several questions. Does this mean that the subject 
population under investigation (ie. physical education students) react in a different way to those 
populations previously studied? 
Experiment 2 raised an interesting point focusing on the actual levels of anxiety 
recorded by individuals under each goal condition. In attempting to explain why or how 
increases in anxiety may have facilitated performance in this experiment, it was noted that the 
range of anxiety for the group as a whole was from 11-16 for cognitive anxiety and 11-12 
for somatic anxiety. Given that the possible range for both components of anxiety is 
from 9-36, it would appear these actual levels are on the low side. This in 
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itself should not be a point of great importance, especially when the analyses of the 
results are based on relative change over time or condition. However, discussion of this 
point highlighted that changes in anxiety at relatively low levels may not necessarily 
interfere with and indeed may even facilitate performance (Jones and Cale, 1989b). The 
same absolute change, for example 3 or 4 units of cognitive anxiety, if occurring at 
higher levels of anxiety may not have the same relationship with performance. In other 
words, at higher levels of anxiety, such an increase may be debilitative. It may well be 
that there is some 'critical threshold', which will be different for every individual, 
below which increases in anxiety may improve performance, but above which increases 
may result in performance decrements. Alternatively, the relatively low levels of 
anxiety may indicate that goal setting, whatever its exact nature, may reduce anxiety 
levels. In other words, it may be the case that goal setting could act as a stress 
management technique. 
The second experiment was designed to investigate variables associated with goal 
setting and anxiety. The design of the experiment was manipulated so that situations 
relating to the 'real-life' sporting examples given in Chapter 1 could be investigated. 
However, if such a 'critical threshold' relating to anxiety does exist it may be that the 
laboratory situations created so far have been investigating the area below that 'critical 
threshold' whereas the competitive sporting situations may inherently contain higher 
levels of anxiety. Consequently, results from these experiments should be placed in 
context. They reflect goal setting and anxiety responses at relatively low levels of 
anxiety. Whilst these results may provide an indication as to potential relationships, 
that is the limit of their usefulness. Any hypothesised relationships between goal setting 
and anxiety should, if possible, be investigated at higher and more realistic levels of 
anxiety. 
It could be suggested that Experiment 3 provided further support for this line of 
argument. There was some concern that the situational manipulation of introducing 
competition may not have been completely successful. If the levels of anxiety were once 
again below a given 'threshold', was the environment a truly competitive one? Did each 
individual in the experiment really feel that they were competing to the same extent as 
when they operate in the sporting environment? Once again, the absolute levels of 
anxiety were relatively low, suggesting that the subjects were still not that anxious, 
hence the question, did the condition manipulation equate with the real-life situation? 
Accepting that there may have been potential limitations in the third experiment, 
there are some further points of interest that emerged. One of the aspects under 
consideration in Experiment 3 was goal origin. Allowing individuals to set their own 
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goals may have been more realistic or ecologically valid, but it did provide problems 
relating to the amount of control the Experimenter had over the individuals in this 
particular goal group. The levels at which individuals set their targets did not always 
appear to be based upon rational decisions. Even when the goal level was not achieved, the 
goal for the following trial was often increased. Obviously, there was individual 
variation in the level at which goals were assigned. This variation makes it extremely 
difficult to analyse, or make useful interpretations of the results from this group. 
Experiment 3 tried to replicate some basic components inherent in the sporting 
examples and place them into a controlled laboratory experiment. It is apparent that it is 
extremely difficult to take a reductionist approach and re-create such situations exactly. 
Real-life is far too complex and only isolated segments may be effectively controlled and 
investigated. Experiment 3 involved a very complex design and it was very difficult to 
interpret the results with any degree of certainty. However, it did produce many 
interesting questions which may be separated and investigated in their own right. The 
final experiment in this thesis attempted to address some of the issues highlighted from 
this discussion. 
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The first three experiments have been concerned with the investigation of certain 
goal setting variables and the associated mutidimensional anxiety response when the type 
of goal and the environmental conditions have been manipulated. Changes have been 
detected in both the goal setting variables and the anxiety response, but the precise 
details of the relationship between these two areas has not clearly been identified. The 
applicability of these findings to the 'real-life' situations outlined in Chapter 1 has been 
questioned in the previous discussion (Chapter5). The major concern was that the 
laboratory situation and the neutral task, when combined, may have created an 
environment that was too different from, and not really representative of, that 
encountered in the real world. This was supported to some extent in that the anxiety 
levels reported in Experiment 2 and 3 appear to be lower than those reported in studies 
that have monitored anxiety in the field (See Table 6.1). It appears that the anxiety 
levels exhibited in the field settings do appear to be slightly higher and the self- 
confidence scores slightly lower than those reported in the laboratory setting. 
In order to move towards a more realistic environment whilst retaining some 
degree of control over the situation, it was decided that Experiment 4 should employ a 
sporting task that could be readily investigated in the laboratory. A basketball free- 
throw task was deemed appropriate for such an investigation, and indeed, has been used 
in previous studies that have attempted to relate anxiety and performance (Hardy and 
Parfitt, 1991; Parfitt and Hardy, 1987). 
There was also some concern expressed in the discussion of Experiment 3 that the 
'competition' manipulation may not have been as successful as intended. It may have been 
that the neutral perceptual speed task was the source of the problem, in that it may have 
had very little meaning or importance to the subjects. Given that the subjects were 
relative novices at such a task, and, therefore, were likely to have attached little 
meaning or value to the task, it is less likely that success or failure at any goal would 
have any large impact on the anxiety response. However, the condition manipulation of 
simply telling subjects that they were in competition may also have contributed to not 
providing the necessary perception of 'threat' or 'challenge' that was required to 'stress' 
the subjects. In an attempt to provide a more effective condition manipulation for this 
fourth experiment, video cameras and an evaluative audience were employed for the 
treatment or 'high stress' condition. In the 'low stress' condition, subjects were required 
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to perform with no audience or video cameras present. If the 'stress' manipulation was 
effective, some consideration would be given to the suggestion by Earley et al. (1989) 
that goals may be dysfunctional if an individual is already stressed or under pressure. 
Experiment 3 investigated not only changes in goal condition (competition versus 
non-competition) but was also concerned with variation in goal origin. Three different 
goal groups were investigated; external-specific, external-vague and internal-specific. 
The goal origin and goal condition manipulations combined to produce a complex design 
which made interpretation of the results somewhat difficult. In order to simplify the 
design of Experiment 4, only two goal origin groups were used, the external-specific and 
the external-vague goal groups. The internal-specific goal group, whilst providing some 
interesting results, was difficult to control and was, therefore, omitted from the design 
of Experiment 4. Thus, the more simple design adopted for Experiment 4 contained two 
goal groups who were required to perform a basketball free-throw task under two 
different stress conditions (High and Low Stress). 
Discussion of the first three experiments also raised some criticisms over the 
use of single item questions to assess some of the goal setting variables. Recognising the 
potential shortcomings of single item measures, Hollenbeck and Klein (1989) devised a 
nine-item questionnaire measure of goal commitment which was subsequently shortened 
to a four item measure by Hollenbeck, Klein, O'Leary and Wright (1989). Although this 
goal setting variable was not included in the first three experiments due to practical 
limitations of time, it has been identified as an important moderating variable in the 
goal setting-performance relationship (Hollenbeck and Klein, 1987). Consequently, it 
was decided to design this fourth experiment in such a way as to allow investigation of 
this variable along with those already identified in the first three experiments (Note 
6.1). 
Although implementing changes in both the experimental task and design, the 
major purposes of Experiment 4 were essentially the same as those of Experiment 3. 
What are the individual reactions, in terms of certain goal setting variables and anxiety 
response, to different types of goals under different environmental conditions? 
Thus, the two general hypotheses under consideration for this experiment were: - 
1) There would be differences between the two different goal groups in terms of 
the goal setting variables and the anxiety response; 
Note 6.1: It should be also be noted that the exact details of this measure of goal commitment 
were not available to this author until after the third experiment of this thesis. Although no 
comparisons are available to the first three studies, it was felt that the inclusion of this 
variable may help to explain some of the results of this fourth experiment. 
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2) Within each goal group, there would be differences in terms of the goal setting 
variables and the anxiety response when performing under 'High' and 'Low' 
stress conditions. 
Method 
Subjects 
The subjects examined in this study were 20 student basketball players who were 
all members of the first and second team university squads. The sample comprised 13 
male and 7 female subjects whose ages ranged from 18 to 22 (Mean=19.8, S. D. =1.32 ). 
Measures 
Competitive State Anxiety Inventory-2 (CSAI-21 
Competitive state anxiety was measured via the CSAI-2 as described and 
employed in Experiments 2 and 3. 
Goal Setting Variables 
Goal acceptance, subjective goal difficulty and effort were measured via the single 
item questions described and employed in Experiments 1,2 and 3. Goal commitment was 
measured via a four-item questionnaire devised by Hollenbeck, Klein, O'Leary and 
Wright (1989). The response scale associated with these items is a 5-point Likert scale 
anchored by 'strongly agree/strongly disagree' labels. The scale ranges from -2 to +2, 
with high positive scores being taken as indicative of high goal commitment. 
Consequently, the possible range of scores on this measure was +8 (highly committed) 
to -8 (highly uncommitted). The items of this measure are given below: 
1. It's hard to take this goal seriously. 
2. It's unrealistic for me to expect to reach this goal. 
3. It is quite likely that this goal may need to be revised, depending on how things 
go. 
4. Quite frankly, I don't care if I achieve this goal or not. 
It should also be noted that subjects were asked to indicate if they had adopted any goal 
other than that assigned to them. The exact question was: 
Did you set a personal goal that differed from that which was assigned to you? 
Yes/No If Yes, what was it ? ..... 
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Irk 
The performance task employed in this experiment was a basketball free-throw 
task that has been used in a previous study investigating the effects of anxiety and 
performance (Hardy and Parfitt, 1991). The subjects were required to perform a 
number of set shots with the following scoring system in operation. If a "clean" basket is 
scored, 5 points were awarded; if the ball hit any part of the rim and then went into the 
basket, 4 points were awarded; if the ball hit any part of the backboard and went in, 3 
points were awarded; if the ball hit the rim and missed, 2 points were awarded; if the 
ball hit the backboard and missed, 1 point; and finally, 0 points were awarded if the ball 
completely missed the backboard. For the purposes of this experiment subjects were 
required to shoot 10 set shots at any one time. Performance was measured by summating 
the scores for the 10 shots and, consequently, subjects' scores could vary between 0 and 
50. 
The male and female subjects were semi-randomly assigned to one of two goal 
groups. The subjects in the 'external-vague' goals group were instructed by the 
Experimenter to "do your best" on each free-throw trial. The subjects in the 'external- 
specific' goals group were assigned specific, increasingly difficult goals by the 
Experimenter. More specifically, following the procedure outlined in Experiments 2 and 
3, the subjects in this group were assigned 'very easy', 'challenging' and 'very hard' 
goals (Note 6.2). Within the different goal groups, a balanced, repeated measures design 
was adopted. The experiment consisted of a familiarization session followed by 'low 
stress' and 'high stress' conditions (Note 6.3). 
Note 6.2: Following the procedure adopted in Experiments 2 and 3, the specific goals were 
based upon the ability of each individual. A pilot study was conducted on four student players of 
similar ability to those in this fourth experiment. This was necessary to check that the 
assignment of the specific goal levels (i. e. 'very easy', 'challenging' and 'very hard') was 
indeed the perception of difficulty gained by the basketball players. Although the goal level 
manipulation had been checked with the perceptual speed task, some confirmation was required 
when adopting the different task of a basketball free-throw. The pilot study revealed that 'very 
easy' goals that were set at 20% below the original ability of each subject were indeed 
perceived by the subjects as being very easy (Mean=2.6). Similarly, the 'challenging' goals that 
were set at 10% above the original ability of each subject were perceived as moderately 
difficult (Mean=5.9). The 'very hard' goals set at 30% above the original ability level were 
perceived as being very difficult (Mean=8.6). Thus, the manipulation of objective goal difficulty 
that was adopted in Experiments 2 and 3 was deemed to be appropriate for the basketball free 
throw task to be employed in Experiment 4. 
Note 6.3: In Experiment 3, 'non-competition' and 'competition' conditions were described. It 
was felt to be more appropriate in this fourth experiment to categorize the conditions as 'low 
stress' and 'high stress'. 
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Following the familiarization session, the subjects were assigned to one of two treatment 
orders ('low stress'-'high stress', 'high stress'-'low stress') so that order effects were 
minimized. The three sessions took place on consecutive days at the same time of day in 
order to control for any diurnal variations. A summary of the design adopted in this 
experiment is presented in Figure 6.1. 
Procedure 
In the familiarization session, all subjects were presented with the basketball 
free-throw task and the CSAI-2. The subjects completed the CSAI-2 with reference to 
twenty practice throws on the free-throw task and then completed the practice trials. It 
was explained that each subject was required to visit the laboratory on two further 
occasions but no details of these were given to the subjects. 
On arrival for both the 'low stress' and 'high stress' conditions, each subject was 
required to complete the CSAI-2 with twenty practice throws in mind. Following 
completion of the CSAI-2, each subject completed twenty practice throws and was then 
informed by the Experimenter of their 'original ability'on the basis of these throws. 
This was calculated by separating the twenty practice throws into two blocks of ten 
throws. A total score for each block of trials was calculated on the basis of the scoring 
system outlined above. The mean of these two scores was taken to be the original ability 
level for each subject. Following the procedure outlined in Experiments 2 and 3, this 
original ability score was subsequently used as the basis for the assignment of the 
specific goals for the subjects in the 'external-specific' goals group. This procedure was 
also adopted so that each subject could clearly identify his/her own level of 
performance. The procedure from this point onwards was based upon that described in 
Experiments 2 and 3. 
Each subject was required to complete three blocks of free-throw trials with 
each block containing ten free-throws. The subjects in the 'external-specific' goals 
group were assigned 'very easy', 'challenging' and then 'very hard' goals, respectively 
for these three blocks of trials. As in the previous three experiments, the subjects were 
assigned the specific goals in the order outlined above. The subjects in the 'external- 
vague' goals group were assigned a non-specific, vague goal of "do your best" for each 
block of trials. Prior to each block of ten throws, each subject was required to write 
down their assigned goal on a provided sheet and then respond to a series of questions 
about the forthcoming block of throws. The questions related to goal acceptance, goal 
difficulty and goal commitment as described above. After completion of these questions, 
each subject was required to complete the CSAI-2, this time with reference to the block 
*In the context of this experiment, the "original ability" term has more ecological validity than 
the "baseline performance" term outlined in the earlier experiments. 
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of ten free-throws they were about to complete. At this point, each subject completed 
their block of ten free-throws and recorded a performance score. Immediately after 
completion of the block of throws, each subject was required to respond to further 
questions. These questions related to effort and personal goals as described above. This 
procedure was repeated for three blocks of throws. Finally, a post-test CSAI-2 was 
completed by each subject. A summary of the procedure in both conditions is provided in 
Figure 6.2, where it can be seen that the CSAI-2 was completed on five occasions 
throughout the experiment; pre-test, prior to block 1, prior to block 2, prior to block 
3 and at the post-test stage. Questions relating to goal acceptance, goal difficulty and goal 
commitment were administered immediately prior to each block of free-throws, whilst 
questions relating to effort and personal goals were completed immediately after each 
block of throws (See Appendix 7a and 7b). 
The 'Low Stress' Condition 
In this condition, subjects were required to perform the free-throw task as 
outlined above with only the Experimenter present in the laboratory. 
The 'High Stress' Condition 
The procedure for the 'low stress' and 'high stress' conditions was similar except 
that in the 'high stress' condition, following the twenty practice throws, the subjects 
were asked to leave and stand outside the laboratory for a few minutes whilst the 
environment in the laboratory was manipulated. A second male experimenter was 
brought into the laboratory as the subject was leaving the laboratory. This experimenter 
was required to sit behind a table which was placed adjacent to the free-throw line. This 
experimenter had instructions not to talk to the subject when they re-entered but to 
simply appear as though he was evaluating their performance by writing down the 
occasional comment during the testing session. As well as introducing this evaluative 
experimenter, two video cameras were placed in very prominent positions close to the 
free-throw line. One camera was placed at right angles to where each subject would stand 
for the series of free-throws, that is on the free-throw line. The camera was placed in 
this position in order to obtain a maximum 'stress' effect as the subject came to stand on 
the line to take the series of throws. Also, with the camera in this position, it was 
directly in front of the door as the subjects re-entered the room to complete the series of 
throws. The second camera was placed on the right hand side of the basketball key and 
faced the subject as they were preparing for each free-throw. The positioning of the 
experimenters and cameras are shown in Figure 6.3. 
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It should be noted that the subjects had no knowledge of the second experimenter or the 
cameras whilst they were performing their practice trials. Obviously, when they were 
asked to leave the laboratory, they were almost certain to begin to think that some aspect 
of the experiment would change. Consequently, the time period spent outside the 
laboratory was one of uncertainty. Each subject was left outside the laboratory for a 
period of four minutes whilst the environment was altered. When the high stress 
condition had been established, the subject was invited back into the laboratory and the 
following instructions were delivered: 
" You will be required to perform three blocks of free-throw trials with 
particular goals for each block. The person behind the desk is monitoring your 
performance and the cameras are recording this particular session". 
The first goal was assigned to the subject and the procedure was then followed as outlined 
above. As the subject completed his/her last block of free-throws, the second 
experimenter left the laboratory. Following the completion of the experiment, following 
the procedure adopted in Experiment 3, all subjects were required to complete a SCAT 
which would be used to compare competitive trait anxiety between the different goal 
groups. This was necessary to check that the two goal groups contained individuals 
similar on trait anxiety, so that some form of meaningful comparison could take place 
between the two groups. 
Results 
As with Experiment 3 there were a large number of analyses that could have been 
conducted on the data from this experiment, including three-way analyses of variance. As 
can be seen from the previous experiments, the results relating to goal setting and 
anxiety are difficult to interpret, even with the more simple two-way analyses. A three- 
way analyses of variance would have compounded this difficulty. Therefore, in order to 
`ocus specifically on the general hypotheses outlined earlier, the results were analysed 
firstly between group, and then secondly, within each group, between the different 
stress conditions. 
A one-way analysis of variance conducted on the 'original ability' scores revealed 
that there was no significant difference in terms of original ability on the free-throw 
task (p>0.05). It should be noted that the subjects' 'original ability' was determined 
with each visit to the laboratory; in other words, in both the 'low stress' and 'high 
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stress' conditions. This was to ensure that the goal levels adopted in the experiment were 
based around their ability at that particular time. In terms of the one-way analysis of 
variance referred to above, it was the first 'original ability' score that was used for 
comparison purposes, regardless of the order in which the subjects performed the two 
conditions. This first original ability score was used for comparison, as it was necessary 
to have subjects of similar ability in each group prior to the condition manipulations. 
The results of the analysis suggest, therefore, that randomisation had effectively equated 
the two groups in terms of their ability to perform the basketball task. 
Similarly, in order to check that each group was similar in terms of trait anxiety 
characteristics, a one-way analysis of variance was conducted on SCAT scores. There was 
no difference (p>0.05) between the two goal groups, suggesting that the randomisation 
had also effectively equated the groups in terms of competitive trait anxiety. 
Between Group Analyses 
In order to investigate the first general hypothesis relating to differences 
between the two goal groups, goal acceptance, subjective goal difficulty, goal commitment 
and effort were all separately analysed using repeated measures two-way analyses of 
variance. The two factors were group ('external-specific' and 'external-vague') and 
block (1-3). Performance scores were similarly analysed, with the exception that the 
block factor also included the "original ability" score as a further level. The CSAI-2 
subcomponents of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and self-confidence were similarly 
analysed using repeated measures two-way analyses of variance. For these analyses, 
however, the factors were group (as above) and stage (1-5), where the five stages 
corresponded with each administration of the CSAI-2 during the experiment. Follow-up 
Tukey tests were employed to determine between which means significant differences 
were evident. Means and standard deviations for all the dependent variables are shown in 
Tables 6.2 and 6.3. 
Subjective Goal Difficulty 
The group by block interaction for subjective goal difficulty was significant 
(F(2,76)=53.69; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 6.1) and is shown in Figure 6.4. There 
was no change in the perception of goal difficulty in the 'external-vague' goals group. 
However, subjective goal difficulty progressively increased across the three blocks in 
the 'external-specific' goals group, that is; the goals assigned at block 3 were perceived 
as harder than those in block 2, which in turn were perceived as harder than those 
assigned in block I. Considering between group differences, in the first block of trials 
I F; 4 
TABLE 6.2: Comparison between the 'External-Specific' and 'External-Vague' 
_ 
Goal Groups-Means and Standard Deviations for Goal Acceptance, 
Goal Difficulty, Effort, Goal Commitment and Performance Scores 
EXTERNAL-SPECIFIC EXTERNAL-VAGUE 
MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT BLOCK 
VARIABLE NUMBER 
Goal 
Acceptance 1 3.30 1.30 3.30 1.59 
2 2.55 1.57 3.00 2.13 
3 1.05 2.03 3.00 2.15 
Goal 
Difficulty 1 2.85 1.56 6.20 2.73 
2 7.00 1.24 6.95 2.30 
3 8.45 0.94 7.05 2.37 
Effort 1 6.40 1.96 7.05 1.93 
2 7.45 1.63 7.25 1.68 
3 7.05 1.63 7.40 1.43 
Go 
Commitment 1 4.35 2.70 4.25 2.59 
2 5.00 2.07 4.20 2.72 
3 0.90 3.06 4.20 2.91 
Performance 
Original Ability 1 31.25 3.27 29.00 3.73 
2 29.90 3.32 30. oä 4.29 
3 30.90 3.72 30.80 4.92 
4 30.65 5.05 31.55 3.99 
1A5 
TABLE 6.3: Comparison between the 'External-Specific' and 'External-Vague' 
Goal Groups-Means and Standard Deviations for Cognitive Anxiety, 
Somatic Anxiety, and Self-Confidence. 
EXTERNAL-SPECIFIC 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT STAGE 
VARIABLE 
Cognitive 
EXTERNAL-VAGUE 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
Anxiety 1 14.05 5.08 14.65 3.99 
2 17.65 6.04 20.85 3.91 
3 20.60 6.46 21.05 5.11 
4 21.35 6.73 21.45 5.83 
5 21.95 5.68 21.05 4.43 
Somatic 
Anxiety 1 11.40 3.03 10.55 2.16 
2 13.65 4.37 13.05 4.12 
3 16.00 5.44 14.80 4.87 
4 15.15 5.04 14.95 4.97 
5 14.35 4.09 13.30 4.19 
Self- 
Confidence 1 28.35 3.84 29.05 3.07 
2 26.45 4.68 26.30 4.01 
3 23.10 4.30 25.45 5.23 
4 20.85 4.72 24.75 4.74 
5 22.40 4.34 26.15 4.70 
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the subjects assigned the "very easy" goals in the 'external-specific' goals group perceived 
less difficulty than the subjects assigned the "do your best" goals in the 'external-vague' group. 
In block 2, there was no difference in the perceptions of difficulty between groups. Finally, in 
block 3, goal difficulty was higher in the 'external-specific' group, where "very hard" goals 
had been assigned, than in the 'external-vague' goals group. These results suggest that the 
manipulation of goal level in the 'external-specific' group was successful in that the 
perceptions of goal difficulty progressively increased with increases in objective goal 
difficulty. Also, subjects in the 'external-vague' group perceived the three blocks of trials as 
being equally difficult, suggesting that this goal group did provide an adequate 'control' or 
baseline measure. 
Goal Acceptance 
The interaction between group and block for goal acceptance was significant 
(F(2,76)=7.27; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 6.2) and is shown in Figure 6.5. The levels of 
goal acceptance in the 'external-vague' goals group did not alter significantly across the three 
blocks of trials. The only difference exhibited across block was in the 'external-specific' goals 
group where goal acceptance was lower when the "very hard" goals were assigned as compared 
with the first two blocks of trials. Comparing between groups, the only difference to emerge 
was in the third block of trials. Due to the decrease in goal acceptance when the "very hard" 
goals were assigned in the 'external-specific' group (Mean=2.3), goal acceptance was higher in 
the 'external-vague' group (Mean=3.1). These results provide some further evidence that the 
manipulation of goal difficulty in the 'external-specific' group was successful. Furthermore, 
even though there was a decrease in goal acceptance in this group, it should be noted that at no 
stage were the assigned goals rejected by the subjects. 
Performance 
The analysis of variance results revealed that there was no main effect of group 
(p>0.05) or block (p>0.05), nor indeed any interaction between group and block 
(p>0.05)(See Appendix Table 6.3). Although the pattern of results shown in Figure 6.6 
appears to suggest that there may be some differences, there were, in fact, no significant 
differences between groups in terms of performance at any stage of the experiment. The 
performance similarities between groups, independent of goal difficulty levels, may indicate 
the existence of self-set, high goals for expert competitive athletes. Whilst this may be a 
somewhat speculative suggestion, it would provide one explanation as to why goal setting results 
from the organizational literature may not be directly transferable to the sporting context. 
Effort 
The analysis of variance revealed that there was no significant interaction 
between group and block (p>0.05) for the effort scores. There was also no significant 
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main effect of group (p>0.05), although there was a significant main effect of block 
(F(2,76)=7.19; p< 0.01)(See Appendix Table 6.4) which is shown in Figure 6.7. The 
level of effort reported in the first block (Mean=6.7) was lower than that reported in 
the second (Mean=7.3) and third (Mean=7.2) blocks. There was no difference between 
the levels of effort in blocks 2 and 3. These results suggest that the subjects perceived 
themselves as investing greater effort towards the middle and end of the experiment. 
Goal Commitment 
The interaction between group and block for goal commitment was significant 
(F(2,76)=11.80; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 6.5) and is shown in Figure 6.8. The 
levels of goal commitment in the 'external-vague' goals group did not alter significantly 
across the three blocks of trials. The only difference exhibited across block was in the 
'external-specific' goals group where goal commitment was lower in block 3 
(Mean=0.9), when the "very hard" goals were assigned, as compared to block 1 
(Mean=4.35), where the goals were "very easy", and block 2 (Mean=5.0) where the 
goals were "challenging". Comparing between groups, the only difference to emerge was 
in the third block of trials where, due to the decrease in goal commitment when the "very 
hard" goals were assigned in the 'external-specific' group, goal commitment was higher 
in the 'external-vague' group (Mean=4.2). These results appear to provide some 
evidence that the manipulation of objective goal difficulty in the 'external-specific' 
group was associated with a decrease in the level of goal commitment exhibited by the 
subjects. 
Cognitive Anxiety 
The analysis of variance revealed that there was no significant interaction 
between group and stage (p>0.05), nor was there any main effect of group (p>0.05). 
However, there was a main effect of stage (F(4,152)=29.57; p<0.01)(See Appendix 
Table 6.6) which is shown in Figure 6.9. Cognitive anxiety was lower in the pre-test 
stage (Mean=14.35) than all the subsequent stages of the experiment. Furthermore, the 
level of cognitive anxiety reported at stage 2 (Mean=19.25) was lower than that 
reported at stages 4 (Mean=21.4) and 5 (Mean=21.5). In general, cognitive anxiety was 
higher towards the end of the experiment as compared to the first two stages. Given the 
earlier results relating to goal difficulty, goal acceptance and goal commitment in the 
'external-specific' group, it is somewhat surprising that there was no interaction 
betwen the two groups in terms of the cognitive anxiety response. 
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Somatic Anxiety 
The results of the analysis of variance for somatic anxiety revealed no significant 
interaction (p>0.05) nor indeed any main effect of group (p>0.05). The analysis did 
reveal a significant main effect of stage (F(4,152)=16.03; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 
6.7) which is shown in Figure 6.10. Somatic anxiety was lower in the pre-test stage 
(Mean=10.98) than all the subsequent stages of the experiment. Furthermore, the level 
of somatic anxiety reported at stage 2 (Mean=13.35) was lower than that reported at 
stages 3 (Mean=15.4) and 4 (Mean=15.05). Once again, given the earlier results 
relating to goal difficulty, goal acceptance and goal commitment in the 'external-specific' 
group, it is somewhat surprising that there was no interaction betwen the two groups in 
terms of the somatic anxiety response. 
Self-confidence 
The group by stage interaction for self-confidence was significant 
(F(4,152)=9.11; p<0.01)(See Appendix Table 6.8) and is shown in Figure 6.11. In the 
'external-vague' goals group, the level of self-confidence at the pre-test stage 
(Mean=29.05) was higher than that reported at stages 2 (Mean=26.3), 3 
(Mean=25.45) and 4 (Mean=24.75). No other significant differences emerged within 
this goal group, indicating that whilst the subjects were performing their free-throws, 
self-confidence was relatively stable. Several differences emerged across stage in the 
'external-specific' group. There was no difference in the level of self-confidence 
between stages 1 and 2, that is, between the pre-test stage and the stage where "very 
easy" goals were assigned. At stage 3, where the "challenging" goals were assigned, there 
was a decrease in self-confidence such that the level was lower than that reported at the 
two earlier stages. With the assignment of the "very hard" goals, there was no further 
decrease in self-confidence, although the level at this stage was again lower than at 
stages 1 and 2. There was no further change in the level of self-confidence at the post- 
test stage although it should be noted that the levels of self-confidence at this point were 
still lower than those reported at the pre-test stage. 
Comparing between groups, the only differences to emerge were at stages 4 and 5. 
At stage 4, the level of self-confidence in the 'external-specific' group when "very hard" 
goals had been assigned was lower (Mean=20.85) than that reported in the 'external- 
vague' group (Mean=24.75). At Stage 5, the post-test stage, this pattern was still 
evident with self-confidence in the 'external-specific' group being lower (Mean-22.4) 
than that in the 'external-vague' group (Mean=26.15). During the performance period 
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(stages 2,3 and 4) the only group to report changes in self-confidence was the 'external- 
specific' group. It would appear, therefore, that self-confidence was particularly sensitive to 
the manipulation of goal difficulty within this group. Furthermore, it may be of some interest 
to note that differences emerged between group in terms of the self-confidence component of the 
multidimensional anxiety response but not between group when the cognitive or somatic 
anxiety responses were considered. 
In order to address the second general hypothesis relating to differences between high 
and low stress conditions, goal acceptance, subjective goal difficulty, goal commitment and 
effort were all separately analysed using repeated measures two-way analyses of variance for 
both the 'external-specific' and the 'external-vague' goal groups. The two factors were condition 
('low stress' versus 'high stress') and block (1-3). Performance scores were similarly 
analysed with the exception that the block factor also included the "original ability" score as a 
further level. The CSAI-2 subcomponents of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and self- 
confidence were also analysed using repeated measures two-way analyses of variance. For these 
analyses, however, the factors were goal condition (as above) and stage (1-5), where the five 
stages corresponded with each administration of the CSAI-2 during the experiment. Follow-up 
Tukey tests were employed to determine between which means significant differences were 
evident. Means and standard deviations for all the dependent variables are shown in Tables 6.4- 
6.7. 
As outlined at the beginning of this section, there are a large number of results that may 
be described from this experiment. A summary of the main effects and interactions for all the 
dependent variables in each of the groups is presented in Table 6.8. The purpose of this 
summary table is to identify which of the many results should be further described which 
specifically relate to the second general hypothesis under consideration; that is, that there 
would be differences between the two stress conditions in terms of the goal setting variables and 
the anxiety response. Table 6.8 shows that there were no main effects of stress condition in 
either of the two different goal groups. Also, there were no interactions involving the condition 
manipulation. These results are once again "disappointing" given that a separate pilot study 
indicated that such a "stress" manipulation was likely to induce some anxiety response. One 
possible explanation for such a result may be that there was a relatively large number of 
subjects and the within group variance may have obscured the effect of the stressor. It may also 
be the case, that in order for such stressors to be more effective in laboratory situations, the 
consequences of failure to reach the targets need to become more important to each individual 
subject. At this point, it would appear that the condition manipulation had no effect on any of 
the variables under consideration, at least when analysing the results at a group level. Thus, the 
second general hypothesis has to be rejected and the conclusion would appear to be that 
there were no differences on any of the goal setting variables or indeed the 
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TABLE 6.4: 'External-Specific' Goals Group-Means and Standard Deviations for 
Goal Acceptance, Goal Difficulty, Effort, Goal Commitment and 
Performance Scores in both the Low and High Stress Conditions. 
LOW STRESS CONDITION HIGH STRESS CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT BLOCK 
VARIABLE NUMBER 
Goal 
Acceptance 1 3.00 1.70 3.60 0.70 
2 2.80 1.47 2.30 1.70 
3 1.20 1.99 0.90 2.18 
Goad 
Difficulty 1 2.80 1.23 2.90 1.91 
2 7.00 1.05 7.00 1.24 
3 8.30 0.95 8.60 0.96 
Effort 1 6.10 2.08 6.70 1.89 
2 7.40 1.65 7.50 1.71 
3 7.00 1.70 7.10 1.66 
Go 
Commitment 1 4.40 2.87 4.30 2.67 
2 5.30 1.67 4.70 2.50 
3 1.10 3.14 0.70 3.13 
Performance 
Original Ability 1 31.00 2.49 31.50 4.07 
2 29.70 3.71 30.10 3.07 
3 29.90 2.89 31.90 4.33 
4 30.90 5.97 30.40 4.25 
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TABLE 6.5: 'External-Specific' Goals Group-Means and Standard Deviations for 
Cognitive Anxiety, Somatic Anxiety, and Self-Confidence in both 
the Low and High Stress Conditions. 
LOW STRESS CONDITION HIGH STRESS CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT STAGE 
VARIABLE 
Cognitive 
Anxiety 1 14.60 5.48 13.50 4.88 
2 1 7.1 0 6.15 18.20 6.21 
3 19.20 5.75 22.00 7.12 
4 22.20 6.89 20.50 6.82 
5 22.20 5.51 21.70 6.13 
Somatic 
Anxiety 1 11.20 3.29 11.60 2.91 
2 12.50 3.75 14.80 4.83 
3 14.50 4.30 17.50 6.24 
4 15.20 5.86 15.10 4.38 
5 14.30 4.83 14.40 3.47 
Self 
Confidence 1 28.80 3.36 27.90 4.41 
2 27.90 4.58 25.00 4.55 
3 24.90 3.84 21.30 4.14 
4 20.90 4.25 20.80 5.37 
5 22.50 4.88 22.30 4.00 
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TABLE 6.6: 'External-Vague' Goals Group-Means and Standard Deviations for 
Goal Acceptance, Goal Difficulty, Effort, Goal Commitment and 
Performance Scores in both the Low and High Stress Conditions. 
LOW STRESS CONDITION HIGH STRESS CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT BLOCK 
VARIABLE NUMBER 
Goal 
Acceptance 1 3.10 2.18 3.50 0.71 
2 3.10 2.18 2.90 2.18 
3 3.00 2.21 3.00 2.21 
Goal 
Difficulty 1 6.60 2.17 5.80 3.26 
2 7.50 1.08 6.40 3.06 
3 7.50 1.78 6.60 2.87 
Effort 1 7.00 1.88 7.10 2.08 
2 7.30 1.63 7.20 1.81 
3 7.20 1.32 7.60 1.58 
Goal 
Commitment 1 4.30 2.63 4.20 2.70 
2 4.70 2.11 3.70 3.27 
3 4.50 2.22 3.90 3.57 
Performance 
Original Ability 1 29.10 3.66 28.90 4.00 
2 30.20 4.42 31.00 4.37 
3 29.70 3.30 31.90 6.14 
4 31.90 3.69 31.20 4.44 
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TABLE 6.7: 'External-Vague' Goals Group-Means and Standard Deviations for 
Cognitive Anxiety, Somatic Anxiety, and Self-Confidence in both 
the Low and High Stress Conditions. 
LOW STRESS CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
DEPENDENT STAGE 
VARIABLE 
Cognitive 
HIGH STRESS CONDITION 
MEAN STANDARD 
DEVIATION 
Anxiety 1 15.10 3.60 14.20 4.49 
2 20.60 3.10 21.10 4.75 
3 20.60 5.32 21.50 5.15 
4 21.50 6.17 21.40 5.80 
5 19.90 4.77 22.20 3.97 
Somatic 
Anxiety 1 10.80 2.82 10.30 1.34 
2 12.50 3.95 13.60 4.42 
3 13.40 4.45 16.20 5.10 
4 14.30 5.23 15.60 4.88 
5 13.00 4.32 13.60 4.27 
Self- 
Confidence 1 28.80 2.35 29.30 3.77 
2 27.40 3.81 25.20 4.10 
3 25.90 4.53 25.00 6.07 
4 25.20 5.41 24.30 4.22 
5 26.70 4.60 25.60 4.99 
179 
c 
a) c 0 
U 
V 
CD ftj cu fo 
o Z Z Z Z Z 
a> - CL 
N m 
D c m `° i > ca 
4) 
W "' cn 
m as Z 
Z Z Z 
d 
w m 
t 
CL _ c 
W 
cc cn ui c/i c/i c/i V Z Z Z Z Z 
8 
a q z 
C 
0 
d Ü 
c m to fn !l !A fA 
.9 Z Z Z Z Z 
W 
> V 
"_ 
0ä 
3 C a rn 
AO U) :ý 
ICJ C 
W (n 
Ck O 
r 
O 
r 
O r O 
cu O 
v 
O 
v 
O 
v 
O 
v 
Z 
ä x m n a a 
w 
OD 
5 ä 
ö°' W: 5 W c Cl) cn Cl) Cl) C6 
Z Z Z Z Z 
E 
E 
x 
w 
zJ 
m 
E 
CD 
E 
m WQ 
co 0 
E 
E 
ö 
t 0 C7 0 a w 
A0 
ä 
C/i 0 (ti ZZZ 
000 
öö 
vvv 
aaa 
C/5 vi vi 
ZZZ 
cri 
ZZZ 
TT_ 
0 
o VVV 
0. 
aa 
C6 c c 
Z Z Z 
CD m 
X 
C 
d 
X 
C 
U 
cý-c 
E 
C 
O 
O 
U 
Ü 
c1) 
V) 
180 
d U) 
c 
0 
N 
O Cl) :3 > 
1 + (0 ä ++ m 
vý 0 + 
ý 
+ 
ý 
aý 
c ö r) 
E 
ý. aä0 
3 
= 
m 
a 
c 
o _ 
c 
o = 0 
4) CV) 
CL 
CM 
o 
co 00 ) 
WN CV) 0 C14 It 
(D 
m 
0 O = 
3.1 
dL V1 
p (D 
Ü) 
p (D p pp 
U) 
N V) 
0) CD (D 
Q to 
pp CD 
V) 
p (D pp p 
V) 
p a) 
~ 
C 
lo 0 
cc: 0 cr 
0) W 
dº 3 2 + + 
U) 
o 
CO 
o + 
IL 
N 
LL 
m 
c n 
m 
v i co möö N W oC 0d 
t 
ö 
a 
Ö 
a a aaa 
% ö 
a 
. 
Ma T 
_ Z p o -_ co 
u 
J2 
0 8 
U) CO -9 Cl) -9 O w I I 
W 
ä m ý ý > 
)NN C 
>(D (D CD > > w 2 (D J) 2 2 > 3 % . % >% . >. 
ýA wý 
ö' R 
Y 
0m fÄ ... 
o cr) 
0W 
y 
+. ' 
y 
CO 
QO 
Or) 
C 
ä CO 
c 
.0 '- 
ä 0. /) cn 5 ý C/) 0 
- m 
3 (a rn N 
Zä O 
ci 
O 
a 
°- x. 2 22 2 22 crý 0 Q ä 0 
öö 00 
= Ö8 
c 
aC7U wý wao 
m 
e' 
c 
p Qý 
2 
m 
e 
c 
O TN 
t 
(/) U) 
ýW 
ZZ 
t 
Cl) 
i0 
Cl) 
Z) w ZZ 
0 m ýöc C2 0 CDM C DCD 
CD 
E 0 5 
. 2F- ýu i z - 
Iý5 a- C RQ 2F--, w- =i ý H `-° F-Q 
181 
m 
m 
.a E 
d 
b 
Wý 
VC 
Oy 
CD y 
xc 
y 
.,, 
- ä i ä äv m v i 
NC IN V= 
CC?, 
pp 
Cu 
pc 
nm CLm E mE 
0r d to c0+) 
ý' 
tt O o y x 
a- W 
cr) 
Cu 
'''-S 
OmmOmyOOOy 
= 
V 
Cu 
'I. 
OOOOOmON 
_ 
9 
= 
W 13 c>, c>,;, cccý cc>%ccc>. cc;, 
O c0 et u) qt In O Qý Cý O Q c0 st OO NÖG co 
C= M 
Y / 
d' M It dMa c7 CV) 14t it cf et Nt it MM 
Q 
r 
W 
m++ 
O +++ %1 
hy -IC ca y U) 
CC 
cr. 
yyyy 
Ccc 
`fýLr/ 
U. 
O m 
Cu 
- 5 ä 
L 
° °o ° 
o ä w cr- _ 
a a `. w m 
r 
L m 0 Oqr 
It 
cc 
ý 
m m 
m 
N, m Oý cr: 
r C LL 2 L L 
0 *L" 
O ZN OO V) OmOmOOO 
LL. 
p ZN OmmOmO CD OOO 
L L 
p 
!O cc C> caCcc w cC C>. >, c >, c >, c w d 
c ýo ý. ,.. -. . -.. -.. -. . -.. -. v' Na) ý0 cov 
[t 
w - . -. - . -.. -.. -. ,.,.. -, rýN-O a N'-a c vv 
cc 
w 
s m MMMMMMMMMM 3.0 co 
MNMMMMMNMM 3.1 
4-- 
=V m 
Q 
Q 
. n. O 
y 
+Y+0m 
tý 
m 
-Y 
+0 
rn 
m ccc 
CD 
O 
Cu c .0- 
C 
J9 
öO d- O. Co 8C ?. O_ Cl) Q NI 
1d r m d` Omm0 Cu 7 CV) ä c") C0 (D 
F- 
w m co 
CD O 
ui 
t7u 
d m .0 Cl) &j 
a 
CD CD 00 mc CD 0) CD c 8 
y 
c c. 
c ý, cc WOO 
>. (L 
d : 1. % L U) c*) N CO NN U' et LA 
Q NO0 CO f- m 01 T- U) to 
Q 
. NNNNNNNNNN CC LL, NNNNNNNNNN ö 
Q ac W° wa 
A5 x 
g 9 
W 
Z 
ý[ x 
mý m8 
z 
(L . 2 
ý 
0 o cc 0 
182 
anxiety response between the two stress conditions. 
Personal Goals 
The discussion of Experiment 3 highlighted that certain individuals may set 
themselves a different goal to that which was assigned to them by the Experimenter, thus 
confounding the experimental design. In an attempt to investigate the extent of such 
cognitive re-evaluation, a specific question was included in the design of Experiment 4 to 
determine how often, and to what extent, assigned goals were altered. The results relating 
to this question are shown for each individual and each goal condition in Tables 6.9 and 
6.10. To summarize these results, it would appear that the subjects in both the 'External- 
Specific' and 'External-Vague' groups were more likely to assign themselves a different 
goal under 'low' stress conditions than under 'high' stress conditions. In the 'low' stress 
conditions, the subjects in the 'External-Specific' goals group reported assigning a 
different goal on 14 out of a possible 30 occasions, whereas the subjects in the 'External- 
Vague' goals group reported changing their goal on 13 out of 30 occasions. In general, the 
modified goals were above those originally assigned by the Experimenter in the case of 
the "External-Specific' goals group, or above the performance score that had just been 
attained in the case of the 'External-Vague' goals group. However, the results relating to 
the 'high' stress condition were slightly different, in that the subjects in the 'External- 
Specific' goals group reported assigning a different goal on only 10 out of a possible 30 
occasions, and the subjects in the 'External-Vague' goals group reported changing their 
goal on only 8 out of 30 occasions. Is it the case that under 'high' stress conditions, 
subjects are more likely to maintain their original goal? What is clear from these 
results, is that different individuals do appear to have reacted differently to the assigned 
goals. 
This brief section relating to individual results has attempted to highlight how 
analysing results purely at a group level may potentially mask very important 
individual differences. 
Discussion 
One of the objectives of this fourth experiment was to induce levels of anxiety 
that were higher than those produced in the previous laboratory experiments. Although 
these earlier experiments had demonstrated that there were fluctuations in anxiety, it 
was suggested that the absolute levels reported were relatively low. This may have been 
due, in part, to the interaction between the nature of the non-sporting, perceptual speed 
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task and the laboratory environment in which the experiment was conducted. 
Consequently, this experiment introduced a sporting task to investigate whether this 
would increase the levels of anxiety, even though the experiment was still conducted in a 
laboratory situation. Comparing the levels of anxiety reported in this experiment to 
those outlined in Experiments 2 and 3, it would appear that the introduction of a sporting 
task was associated with higher absolute levels of anxiety. Experiment 4 produced 
cognitive anxiety scores ranging from 14-22 in the 'External-Specific' group, low 
stress condition, and somatic anxiety scores ranging from 11-17 in the 'External- 
Specific' group, high stress condition. These anxiety scores appear to be between 2-4 
points higher than those reported in the previous laboratory studies (see Table 6.1). Of 
course, these increases could be a function of different subjects being compared, but 
since the sample populations were similar (that is, physical education students as 
compared to basketball players), this is an unlikely source of the variation. 
As with Experiment 3, the major purpose of this experiment was to determine 
the pattern of responses, in terms of both the goal setting process and multidimensional 
anxiety, when different goal groups performed under differing environmental conditions. 
Were there differences between the different groups or indeed between the different 
conditions? Also, when specific goals were assigned to individuals, were these goals 
dysfunctional in terms of effort and performance when subjects were placed in a more 
stressful environment? 
Let us first of all consider the differences between the two goal groups. Generally, 
as expected, the external-vague goals group who were assigned "do best" goal 
instructions provided a constant baseline measure on most of the goal setting variables 
under consideration. This pattern of results was very similar to those reported in the 
first three experiments involving the perceptual speed task. With no manipulation of 
individual expectations of success across the different stages of the experiment, this 
constant trend was not surprising. In contrast, the subjects who were assigned the 
specific goals were expected to have changing perceptions because their chances of 
success were deliberately manipulated by increasing goal difficulty. These expectations 
appear to be reflected in the results of this experiment. 
More specifically, turning to the results relating to subjective goal difficulty, it 
was clear that the subjects in the external-vague ("do best") goal group had a constant 
perception of goal difficulty. The subjects in the specific goals group, where increasingly 
difficult goals were assigned, not surprisingly had the perception that the goals were 
getting harder. The results suggest, therefore, that as with the perceptual speed task 
used in the first three experiments, the manipulation of objective goal difficulty was 
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successful. Thus, it would appear that by carefully assigning goals based around the 
individual's ability, controlled manipulation of goal difficulty is possible with a task of 
an applied nature such as the basketball free-throw. This has obvious implications for 
the practitioner when attempting to structure effective learning/practice environments. 
Having established that the manipulation associated with goal difficulty was successful, 
what were the effects on the other goal setting variables under consideration in this 
experiment? 
Goal acceptance in the external-vague group was relatively stable across the 
three blocks of trials. However, there were changes in goal acceptance in the specifc 
goals group. Although there was no difference in goal acceptance when the 'very easy' and 
'challenging' goals were assigned, there was a decrease when the 'very hard' goals were 
assigned. One interesting point to note from these results, as compared to the earlier 
experiments, was that at no point did the subjects reject the goals that were assigned for 
them. In the perceptual speed experiments, subjects appeared to readily reject the 'very 
hard' goals. However, when a task that may have been more meaningful or important to 
the subjects was employed, such as the basketball free-throw, there seemed to be a 
reluctance to reject the assigned goals. It would appear then, that when investigating the 
underlying mechanisms or variables associated with the goal setting process, the nature 
of the task does have some effect on the results. This has obvious implications for the 
direction of future research. If meaningful results are to be generated, they should be 
generated with the adoption of ecologically valid tasks. The experiments involving the 
neutral perceptual speed task provided a different pattern of results from those produced 
when a sporting task was adopted. Results generated from outside any particular realm 
or field of study should only be used with the knowledge that they may not transfer 
exactly. Basically, the issue of generalisability of results should be kept in mind. One of 
the most important implications of the findings of this experiment is that the results 
that have previously been obtained from goal setting studies outside the realm of sport 
may not be as easily transferred into the sporting context. The extent of the 
transferability of such results remains unclear and is worthy of future consideration. 
One further point relating to the results of goal acceptance is that which concerns 
the perceptions of one's own ability. Did the subjects really not reject the 'very hard' 
goals because they thought they could achieve that level of performance? One possible 
explanation for the fact that goal rejection did not occur could be that the subjects may 
have had a high level of self-confidence in their own ability to achieve such targets. One 
alternative explanation could be that the subjects did not want to appear to admit that 
they could not achieve a target associated with a sport in which they had some ability. The 
realisation of one's limits of performance is an important factor that every individual 
should be able to determine. How does the teacher/coach enable individuals to achieve a 
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realistic perception of their own ability? 
The variables of effort and goal commitment have often been considered as being 
similar in nature. How did they compare in this experiment? In the external-vague goals 
group, no changes in effort were expected as the goal remained unchanged. In the external- 
specific goals group, however, effort was expected to increase as long as goals were 
accepted but then decrease as goal rejection occurred. Surprisingly, there was no 
difference in the levels of reported effort between the two groups. The subjects in both 
groups reported greater amounts of effort being exerted in the second and third trials of 
the free-throw task. The levels of effort reported in this experiment were very similar 
to those reported in the earlier experiments. What is interesting is that the results 
relating to goal commitment do not mirror the results that related to effort. Levels of 
goal commitment were relatively stable across the three trials in the external-vague 
goals group. However, there were changes in goal commitment in the specific goals 
group. Levels of commitment were similar in the first two trials but then decreased 
when the 'very hard' goals were assigned. Thus, it would appear that although the effort 
scores slightly increased when goals became increasingly difficult, supporting the 
suggestions of Stedry and Kay (1966), goal commitment appeared to be reduced. These 
results may provide some evidence, therefore, that the concepts of effort and goal 
commitment are not exactly the same, at least in the way in which they have been 
measured in this experiment. It should also be noted that the pattern of goal commitment 
scores appears very similar to the pattern exhibited in the goal acceptance results 
mentioned earlier. This may indicate that these two concepts are highly related and 
indeed, the measures adopted in this experiment were very similar, if not effectively 
identical. 
The results relating to the effort scores are slightly confusing, but they are 
similar to the pattern of results that related to performance on the perceptual speed 
tasks outlined in the previous experiments. One possible explanation from those earlier 
experiments was that the nature of the subjects was such that they would try hard and 
invest effort regardless of the particular goal group in which they were placed. Indeed, 
the fact that the subjects were all volunteers and that the task was presumably 
inherently motivating to them are confounding factors that cannot be ignored. The 
problem, of course, is how to control for these types of effects. It may be possible to 
demand that a certain group of individuals, for example the first team basketball squad, 
should be the subjects for the study. However, if individuals are forced into compliance 
how will they approach the task in question? Will the results in such circumstances be 
reliable? The problem related to the task, in that it is inherently motivating, is a 
difficult one to overcome. On the one hand, it has been argued above that one should use an 
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ecologically valid task in order to produce meaningful results, but on the other hand by 
doing so are you potentially introducing factors which may confound the design of the 
experiment? Such experimental issues are not particularly easy to rectify and it may be 
that as long as one is aware of the potential for distortion, it is a limitation that has to be 
accepted by experimenters. 
Having discussed the way in which the goal setting variables have differed 
between goal groups, what about the patterns of change in the anxiety response? Once 
again, it was anticipated that there would be no change in the anxiety components in the 
external-vague goals group but that there would be changes in the specific goals group. 
Surprisingly, there was no difference between the two goal groups in terms of the 
cognitive anxiety response. The combined results of both groups demonstrated that 
levels of cognitive anxiety were higher towards the end of the experiment as compared to 
the earlier stages. Exactly why the external-vague goals group should exhibit the same 
pattern of response as the specific goals group is somewhat difficult to explain. One 
possible explanation may be that some form of cognitive re-evaluation has taken place 
(Campion and Lord, 1982) and this has been discussed in the previous experiments. It 
has been suggested that subjects may, in fact, set themselves goals which are different 
from those which have been assigned to them, thus confounding the experimental design. 
This experiment attempted to monitor whether the subjects in both goal groups did 
actually change the goal that was assigned to them. There is some evidence that subjects, 
irrespective of their initial goal group, did assign themselves specific goals which were 
different from those which had been originally set by the Experimenter (see Tables 6.9 
and 6.10). Such results would provide some support for the control systems model of 
motivation (Powers, 1973) which was outlined earlier in Chapter 2. This model 
proposed that initial goals and environmental feedback are compared and that if a 
discrepancy occurs, some corrective cognitive or behavioural change may take place. The 
results of this experiment would appear to suggest that there were a number of subjects 
who made cognitive changes in that they altered the initial goal that was assigned to them. 
If this is the case, it could be that many of the subjects in the external-vague goals 
group actually self-set specific goals and that this may account for the similarities 
between groups, at least in terms of the cognitive anxiety response. 
The somewhat surprising results that related to cognitive anxiety appear to be 
replicated when turning to the somatic anxiety response. Once again there was no 
difference between the two different goal groups and the general trend was for somatic 
anxiety to increase towards the end of the performance period (i. e. stages 2,3 and 4). As 
with cognitive anxiety, these results do not reflect the expected pattern of response that 
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was suggested by the results from the experiments involving the perceptual speed task. 
Could these unexpected results have something to do with the basketball free-throw 
requiring a large motor component as compared to the perceptual speed task which it 
could be argued contained minimal motor aspects? Is there some form of 
"physical/motor threshold" beyond which anxiety levels are automatically triggered 
irrespective of the cognitive demands or expectations imposed on the subjects? In other 
words, do reported levels of anxiety increase simply due to the fact that large body 
movements are required to perform a given action? Obviously, this is an extremely 
speculative proposal, but one which may be the subject of future investigation. 
The results relating to cognitive and somatic anxiety appear interesting, but 
what of the results that relate to self-confidence. The subjects in the 'External-Vague' 
goals group were not expected to report any changes in self-confidence as the 'do best' 
goal instructions were constant throughout the experiment. However, in the 'External- 
Specific' goals group, where increasingly difficult goals were assigned, a decrease in self- 
confidence was expected. It should be noted that in both goal groups, there was an initial 
trend for levels of self-confidence to decrease. This was probably due to an initial 
apprehension about having to perform the free-throw task. During the performance 
period (i. e. stages 2,3 and 4), as expected, the levels of self-confidence in the external- 
vague goals group remained relatively stable. However, in the specific goals group, self- 
confidence was reduced as the 'challenging' goals were introduced. Although there was no 
further decrease when the 'very hard' goals were assigned, the downward trend 
continued. So although the expected results did not emerge in the cognitive and somatic 
anxiety components, self-confidence did change as predicted. Is it the case that the self- 
confidence component is more predictable than cognitive or somatic anxiety when 
manipulation of the performance environment has taken place? 
In terms of the first general hypothesis outlined in the introduction to this 
experiment, the results seem to suggest that there were some differences between the 
two goal groups in terms of the goal setting variables but not in terms of the cognitive 
and somatic anxiety responses. The second general hypothesis related to how individuals 
would react under different stress conditions. In order for this hypothesis to be 
investigated, an effective condition manipulation was required. How would the 
effectiveness of this manipulation be assessed? It could be argued that if the levels of 
anxiety or self-confidence were adversely affected, then the condition manipulation could 
be deemed as being effective. Experiment 3 attempted such a goal manipulation by 
creating an environment in which subjects were required to compete against one another. 
Whilst the situation was most definitely manipulated, the levels of anxiety and self- 
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confidence were not adversely affected, and so the condition manipulation was 
unsuccessful. In this experiment a different type of 'stressor was employed in order to 
create an effective condition manipulation. An evaluative audience and video-camera 
recorders were adopted for this study. Whilst the situation was once again most 
definitely manipulated, there were no obvious differences in terms of anxiety and self- 
confidence, at least when considering the analyses at a group level. Furthermore, there 
were no differences between the 'ioW and 'high' stress conditions on any of the variables 
considered. Without an effective condition manipulation, the second general hypothesis 
could not be investigated. Once again, as in Experiment 3, the 'stressful' environment 
was not created. Even when adopting a meaningful task and using a live audience, it would 
appear that the creation of a 'stressful' environment in the laboratory is somewhat 
difficult. Can the stressors of the real world or those encountered in sport be created 
artificially in the laboratory? Other types of stressors could be employed, but would 
these be meaningful and relevant stressors? Is it the case that when attempting to 
investgate certain motivational constructs, such as the variables associated with goal 
setting, it is difficult to create realistic situations in the laboratory and that they can 
only be meaningfully studied in the real world via non-intrusive observational 
techniques? 
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This final chapter contains two main sections; firstly, a summary and discussion 
of the four experiments which comprise this thesis and secondly, some conclusions and 
general recommendations for further study in the area of goal setting, competitive 
anxiety and performance. 
It may be of some assistance at this stage to recall some of the important aspects 
relating to the sporting examples outlined at the beginning of this thesis so that a clear 
understanding is provided as to the exact nature of the concepts under investigation. The 
hypothetical examples and the other real-life examples described in Chapter 1 had two 
main common threads. Firstly, they all involved the use of some form of goal setting in 
that the individuals involved were focusing their attention towards some form of 
performance standard. Secondly, they suggested that some individuals had differing 
perceptions and reactions towards "high pressure" match situations which varied from 
those exhibited in "low pressure" practice situations. These individual perceptions could 
lead to an anxiety response which may affect the individual's performance. The major 
purpose of this thesis has been to examine the relationships between goal setting, 
competitive anxiety and performance. Although these concepts have been investigated 
separately, very little detailed investigation has taken place which examines how they 
simultaneously react to changes in the environment. In order to carry out such an 
examination, it was necessary to make several assumptions about the way in which man 
behaves. It was also necessary to clarify some of the major concepts under consideration 
and outline exactly how this examination would take place. 
Firstly, the assumption was made that man is an active processor of information 
and, consequently, a cognitive explanation of human motivation and behaviour was 
adopted. Secondly, a distinction was made between the different environments in which 
goal setting is employed. Although it was accepted that goal setting may be used widely 
within education to assist the 'process' of learning, attention was focused more towards 
its use in the business and organisational environments as these were felt to be more 
reflective of competitive sporting situations where the final outcome or 'product' is of 
primary importance. However, there was some doubt as to whether the findings 
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generated in these non-sporting environments were, in fact, applicable to sporting 
environments. It has been suggested that one of the main reasons for the variation 
between the two types of environment could be the nature of the subject population that 
is involved in sport (Weinberg et al., 1985). Consequently, one of the major factors 
considered in this thesis was the behaviour and reactions of such a 'sporting population'. 
A large amount of the inconsistency of previous research involving goal setting 
has been explained by the fact that, quite often, several moderating or mediating goal 
setting variables have been "accidentally" included in research designs (Weinberg et al., 
1990). Ecologically valid research settings almost inevitably contain a wide range of 
such variables, many of which are uncontrollable and some even unidentifiable. 
Consequently, in order to gain an initial understanding of how goal setting operates 
within our specified sample population, this thesis adopted a laboratory -based approach 
which enabled control and manipulation of certain key variables. Furthermore, in an 
attempt to isolate goal setting effects, a neutral task was initially employed (Hall et al., 
1987). It was highlighted that if a meaningful task had been employed, this may have 
been inherently motivating for the subjects and that this motivating effect may have 
masked any effects due to goal setting. Consequently, it was decided that, at least in the 
early stages of investigation, a simple perceptual-speed task should be employed to 
provide a measure of performance. 
Remembering that this thesis centred around a cognitive perspective, the key 
variables which emerged from an investigation of the goal setting literature were as 
follows: goal origin, or in other words, who assigned the original goal; goal specificity, a 
vague or specific goal; goal acceptance, the extent to which the subjects internalised the 
goal that was set; subjective goal difficulty, the subject's perception of how difficult the 
goal was; effort, the resources that were allocated towards attaining the goal; and goal 
commitment, the continued extension of effort towards the goal, and performance. 
The investigation of the goal setting variables represented only part of this 
thesis. An equally important emphasis was placed upon how the subjects reacted when 
placed under different goal setting and environmental conditions. In other words, what 
was the anxiety response? A brief review of some of the relevant anxiety literature 
revealed that a single, unidimensional conceptualisation of anxiety has been superceded 
by a multidimensional viewpoint. More specifically, in the sporting context, 
competitive state anxiety has been viewed as comprising three components; cognitive 
anxiety, somatic anxiety and self-confidence. Cognitive anxiety is characterised by 
negative expectations, lack of concentration and disrupted attention, whilst somatic 
anxiety refers to physical symptoms such as nervousness and tension. This thesis 
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examined the consequences of manipulating individual expectations of success by 
assigning different types and levels of goals. Furthermore, it also examined the 
consequences of imposing certain stressors on subjects. The initial stressor was 
imposed through the process of goal setting itself, where increasingly difficult 
performance goals were assigned to individual subjects. The later experiments included 
additional stressors such as the manipulation of the experimental instructions and 
performance environment. 
The research programme undertaken comprised four experiments which were 
conducted sequentially. The purpose of the first experiment was to establish an 
appropriate experimental design and measure of task performance. An attempt was made 
to examine certain key goal setting variables when both specific and vague goals were 
assigned. Cognitive mechanisms of subjective goal difficulty, goal acceptance and effort, 
as well as the behavioural mechanism of performance were monitored throughout the 
experiment. Following the procedure of Erez and Zidon (1984), subjects were randomly 
assigned to either a 'specific goals group', where increasingly difficult goals were 
imposed, or a vague, 'general goals group' in which "do your best" instructions were 
delivered. 
The findings from the first experiment provided partial support for the 
prediction that subjects presented with specific, difficult goals perform better than 
subjects given vague, general goals, thus supporting the proposals of Locke et al., 
(1985). The critical acceptance-rejection threshold, that is the point at which the 
subjects came to reject the assigned goal, for specific goals in this study was identified to 
lie somewhere between the 0.3 and 0.1 objective goal difficulty levels. These objective 
goal difficulty levels were simply the probability levels of the goal being achieved. These 
levels equated to a given number of digits to enable each subject to have a specific goal. 
At the 0.2 goal difficulty level, there was uncertainty as to whether to accept or reject 
the assigned goal. Thus, this goal level would appear to be perceived by the subjects as a 
difficult goal level. These results provide some support for the earlier investigations 
into the identification of acceptance/rejection levels (Erez and Zidon, 1984). However, 
contrary to expectations, both the performance scores and performance errors in the 
specific goals group were relatively stable as goal difficulty increased. Although 
performance scores were relatively stable over the last seven trials, effort actually 
increased at the harder goal difficulty levels. Thus, while an increase in effort was not 
associated with performance improvements, it may have contributed to the maintenance 
of performance when hard, unobtainable goals were imposed. These findings would 
appear to contradict some of the previous research which suggested that as goals became 
increasingly difficult 
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and were rejected, the subjects would stop trying and not invest as much effort in trying 
to reach the assigned goal (Stedry and Kay, 1966). Individuals' original ability was 
shown to be an important variable when analysing the mechanisms of the goal setting 
process. There were clear differences between different ability levels in goal acceptance, 
subjective goal difficulty, performance and effort. These results would therefore support 
the suggestions by Heckhausen (1967) that subjects should be considered and treated 
individually, and that some of the inconsistent findings in the goal setting literature may 
be explained if such individual differences were taken into consideration in the design of 
goal setting programmes. 
Two major implications emerged from this first experiment. Firstly, the 
assignment of specific, difficult goals was not associated with decreases in performance 
even when subjects reported goal rejection. This finding was somewhat contrary to 
expectations, although the nature of the subject population (physical education students) 
may partially explain the results. It was expected that both effort and performance 
would decrease when subjects reported goal rejection. The fact that this did not occur 
may be due to physical education students being more accustomed to encountering goal 
setting environments and using self-regulating mechanisms which maintain behaviour 
even in the face of very hard goals. The second implication of the first experiment was 
that in order to maximise the effectiveness of goal setting techniques, individual goal 
setting programmes rather than group goals should be adopted. Thus, the primary 
concern of the first experiment was satisfied in that an appropriate experimental design 
had been constructed which could be developed for the second experiment. 
Experiment 2 was specifically designed not only to further investigate aspects of 
the theoretical framework underlying goal setting as outlined in Experiment 1, but also 
to examine the nature of the anxiety response associated with that framework. The 
internal mechanisms of the goal setting process outlined earlier were again monitored as 
well as the multidimensional anxiety subcomponents of cognitive anxiety, somatic 
anxiety and self-confidence. The second experiment differed from the first experiment in 
several respects. Firstly, following the recommendations from Experiment 1, the goal 
levels were assigned on the basis of each individual subject. Secondly, three distinct goal 
levels were investigated as opposed to a wide range of goals. These distinct levels were 
selected to cover the continuum from 'very easy' goals to 'very hard' goals, with 
'challenging' goals placed in between these two extremes. Finally, Experiment 1 used 
different groups of subjects when comparing specific and vague, "do your best" goals, 
whereas Experiment 2 adopted a repeated measures design whereby each subject 
completed both vague and specific goals. When the subjects performed under the vague, 
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"do your best" instructions, this was referred to as the 'control' condition. When the 
subjects performed under specific goal instructions, this was termed the 'treatment' 
condition. 
In general, both cognitive and somatic anxiety, and self-confidence scores 
remained relatively stable in the control condition. However, in the treatment condition, 
the differences in goal acceptance and subjective goal difficulty between the 'Very easy', 
'challenging' and 'very hard' goals strongly suggested that the manipulation of goal 
difficulty level in the treatment condition was successful. As expected, this manipulation 
of-goal difficulty levels was accompanied by changes in cognitive anxiety and self- 
confidence, but not in somatic anxiety. The increase in goal difficulty from 'very easy' to 
'challenging' produced an increase in cognitive anxiety and a reduction in self- 
confidence. Changing the assigned goal from 'challenging' to 'very hard' was accompanied 
by a further reduction in self-confidence but cognitive anxiety did not increase. 
Interestingly, even though cognitive anxiety was higher and self-confidence was lower in 
the treatment condition as compared to the control condition, performance in the 
treatment condition was higher than that in the control condition. Furthermore, somatic 
anxiety was higher in the treatment condition as compared with the control condition. 
Thus, the higher levels of anxiety, both cognitive and somatic, and the lower levels of 
self-confidence appear to be associated with higher levels of performance. Erez and 
Zidon's (1984) proposal that increases in goal difficulty lead to increases in 
performance and possibly effort as long as goals are accepted, but lead to decreases in 
performance and effort once goals are rejected, was not supported in this second 
experiment; both task performance and effort remained constant after goal rejection. 
Thus, the results of this second experiment support the findings from Experiment 1. 
Experiment 2 was designed to investigate certain goal setting variables and monitor the 
levels of anxiety associated with the changes in goal level. These major objectives were 
successfully achieved. However, whilst this experiment focused on a description and 
explanation of essentially a non-competitive situation, the sporting examples outlined in 
Chapter 1 related to individual reactions and perceptions across both non-competitive 
(practice) and competitive (match) situations. It is the comparison between both these 
conditions that was considered in Experiment 3. 
Three different types of goal were considered in this experiment and included the 
vague and specific goals assigned in Experiment 2 as well as an additional type of goal 
where subjects were required to set their own specific goal levels. These three goal 
groups were labelled as 'external-vague', 'external-specific' and 'internal-specific' 
respectively. The 'internal-specific' or self-set type of goal was included as it had been 
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suggested in the discussion of Experiment 2 that individuals may well have been 
assigning their own goals irrespective of the goal group in which they were placed. Each 
group was required to perform the perceptual speed task employed in the earlier 
experiments under two environmental conditions in a repeated measures design. The two 
environmental conditions under consideration in this experiment were designed to 
simulate competitive and non-competitive situations. In the non-competitive 
environment, subjects were assigned their goal and were required to perform with only 
the experimenter present. In the competitive condition, subjects were required to 
perform in pairs and were given competitive and ego-threatening instructions. The 
major purposes of Experiment 3 were to focus on investigating the reactions and 
perceptions to different types of goals, in terms of goal setting and anxiety variables, and 
also to investigate whether these reactions were different when performing under 
different environmental conditions. 
The results from this experiment were complex and difficult to interpret. The 
pattern of results across the three goal groups was largely as expected. There were 
relatively few changes in the 'external-vague' or 'internal-specific' goals group. In the 
'external-specific' goals group, however, where there was a deliberate manipulation of 
expectations of success, there were increases in perceptions of goal difficulty and 
cognitive anxiety and decreases in goal acceptance and self-confidence. It was 
particularly interesting to note, although not easy to explain, that the 'internal-specific' 
goal group generated relatively higher levels of cognitive and somatic anxiety at certain 
stages of the experiment. Within each goal group, there were differences between 
condition in terms of the goal setting and anxiety response, but these differences were 
not the same across the three different goal groups. 
To summarize, the first three laboratory-based experiments were designed in 
order to: 
1. Understand how the goal setting processes operate as a function of goal level; 
2. Monitor the anxiety response associated with changes in these processes; 
3. Investigate the goal setting-anxiety relationship in a competitive situation. 
The aim of these three laboratory-based studies was to establish a theoretical 
framework to facilitate our understanding of how goal setting operates within the subject 
population under investigation. In an attempt to move towards more ecologically-valid 
research, Experiment 4 employed a similar design to that employed in Experiment 3 but 
replaced the neutral perceptual speed task with a sporting task, a basketball free-throw. 
There were two other design changes for this fourth experiment. Firstly, only two goal 
groups were considered; a vague goal group and a specific goal group. Given that the 
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results from Experiment 3 were complex, it was decided that the design of Experiment 4 
should be somewhat simpler. Also, there was some concern that the situation 
manipulation conducted in Experiment 3 may not have been totally effective. In other 
words, the creation of a competitive environment did not appear to lead to any significant 
increase in the reported levels of anxiety. Consequently, the fourth experiment modified 
the environmental manipulation to one where each subject was required to perform alone 
in one condition and in front of an evaluative audience in a second condition. This 
evaluative audience comprised of a second experimenter observing the series of free- 
thfows and also two video cameras positioned in front and to the side of the subject when 
they were performing the free-throw shots. The condition in which the subjects were 
required to perform alone was termed a 'Low Stress' condition, whereas the condition 
containing the audience and cameras was described as a 'High Stress' condition. The 
change in the environmental manipulation was necessary in part because the levels of 
anxiety reported in the previous experiments had appeared relatively low. It was decided 
that a more realistic manipulation was required to induce a greater anxiety response; 
hence the evaluative audience. Although implementing these slight changes in both the 
experimental task and design, the major purposes of Experiment 4 were essentially the 
same as those of Experiment 3. 
Comparing the levels of anxiety reported in this experiment to those outlined in 
Experiments 2 and 3, it would appear that the introduction of the sporting task and the 
audience manipulation was associated with higher absolute levels of anxiety. In terms of 
the first general hypothesis, the results from Experiment 4 seem to suggest that there 
were some differences between the two goal groups in terms of the goal setting variables 
but no differences in terms of the cognitive and somatic anxiety responses. The second 
general hypothesis was related to how individuals would react under different stress 
conditions. In order for this hypothesis to be investigated, an effective condition 
manipulation was required. Whilst the situation was most definitely manipulated in that 
there was an obvious change in the physical environment, there were no obvious 
differences in terms of anxiety and self-confidence. Without the manipulation of anxiety 
or self-confidence, the second general hypothesis could not be investigated. 
The pattern of results from this experiment was very similar to those reported 
in the first three experiments involving the perceptual speed task. In the vague goals 
group, where there was no manipulation of individual expectations of success across the 
different stages of the experiment, a constant response in both the goal setting and 
anxiety components was not surprising. In contrast, the subjects who were assigned the 
specific goals were expected to have changing perceptions because their chances of 
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success were deliberately manipulated by increasing goal difficulty. These expectations 
appear to be reflected in the results of this experiment, with both the goal setting and 
anxiety components changing over the course of the experiment. In general, the 
increasingly difficult, specific goals were perceived as having greater goal difficulty and 
were accompanied by higher levels of anxiety. One very interesting result that emerged 
from this experiment was the reluctance by subjects to reject the 'very hard' goals. in 
the earlier experiments involving the perceptual-speed task, the 'very hard' goals had 
been clearly rejected, thus indicating that the nature of the task does appear to influence 
the level of the acceptance-rejection threshold. Thus, it would appear that there are 
different perceptions and actions to tasks that have more meaning to the individual. For 
example, the perceptual speed goals that were assigned in the earlier experiments for 
physical education students may have had less meaning or value attached to them than the 
basketball free-throw targets assigned to the basketball players. What these results do 
suggest is that by carefully assigning goals based around the individual's ability, 
controlled manipulation of goal difficulty is possible with a task of an applied nature 
such as the basketball free-throw. 
It may be useful and important at this stage to relate the findings of this thesis 
back to the cognitive-psychological approach ofthe goal setting process outlined earlier 
in Figure 3 (pg. 41). This approach essentially described an adapted control systems 
mod-el which highlighted how an individual may act as a comparator mechanism by 
receiving feedback about current levels of performance and matching these to some form 
of specified goal or target. The variables outlined in the model were those of subjective 
goal difficulty, goal acceptance and effort. These variables have been reported by several 
authors (Erez and Zidon, 1984; Locke, 1968; Stedry and Kay, 1966) as being related to 
eventual performance outcome. The results of the four experiments outlined in this 
thesis appear to suggest that whilst these mediating variables seem to be sensitive to 
manipulations in goal difficulty, performance scores were relatively unaffected. This 
finding was consistent throughout the four experiments and runs counter to the existing, 
well-established relationships outlined in the majority of the goal setting literature 
reported from organizational environments. In these settings, the assignment of specific, 
difficult goals consistently produces increases in performance; there appears to be a 
strong relationship between the mediating variables and performance. However, the 
results of this thesis do not appear to have produced the same set of relationships and 
consequently, the applicability of such a model to the environments reported in this 
thesis needs to be seriously questioned. 
The reasons for such results are not particularly easy to identify. It could well be 
the case that the nature of the subject population was such that they automatically self- 
set specific, difficult goals regardless of the goal group in which they were placed. This 
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explanation has been highlighted in a few studies which have investigated goal setting in 
sporting environments and is worthy of future investigation. One further explanation 
may be offered for the results presented in Experiment 4. In this experiment the task 
under consideration was a basketball free-throw and the subjects under consideration 
were elite basketball players. In this particular sample, the task to be performed may 
have actually been overlearned to the extent that the goal setting manipulation had 
minimal effects. Once again, this is speculative but may provide a further explanation 
for the consistent pattern of performance scores. 
The most obvious point for discussion is that individual expectations do appear 
susceptible to change through the medium of goal setting. With changes in the type and 
level of goal, it would appear that there are changes in the perceptions of individual 
subjects. For example, the cognitive variables that were highlighted throughout these 
experiments did change with manipulation of objective goal difficulty. Subjective goal 
difficulty and goal acceptance changed generally as expected. Although it may appear a 
rather basic suggestion, these changes would indicate that it is correct to assume that 
man is an active processor of information and that each person will consider assigned 
goals, relate the level of goal difficulty to perceived ability and will produce a certain 
expectation of success. However, the relationships between these expectations, effort, 
commitment and performance are not easy to identify. If it is accepted that individuals 
react to goals on the basis of matching a perception of their own ability against a 
perception of the demands of the situation, to identify the exact nature of underlying 
relationships, an accurate measure of the perceptions of each individual is required. 
If these are appropriate conclusions from the results of the four experiments, do 
they help in explaining the real and hypothetical sporting examples outlined at the 
beginning of this thesis? What these experiments have suggested is that there are a large 
number of variables that need to be considered when applying goal setting strategies to 
individual sports performers. The sporting examples outlined earlier did not provide any 
detail as to the origin of the goals that were set, nor did they provide any indication as to 
the levels of goal acceptance and goal difficulty as perceived by the performers. 
Similarly, no indication was given as to how hard the performer was trying to achieve 
the goals that were set or if the goals were particularly meaningful to the performer. 
Only by considering such variables could any sporting situation hope to be more fully 
understood or more meaningfully described. 
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I he`-resufns-fTum-ttYs_tt, esrs nave shown how certain cognitions and perceptions can be 
affected when situational factors are altered. In order to fully understand the earlier 
examples, the following questions would need to be answered: 
-What is the origin of the initial goal; is it internally set by the performer or assigned 
by another? 
-If it is assigned by another, maybe the teacher or coach, how receptive is the 
performer to the goal? Does this depend upon the relationship between the goal setter and 
the performer? 
-What is the nature of the goal in question; is it vague or very specific? 
-Has this goal been set just for the individual, or for a group of performers? 
-How difficult is this goal for the individual performer, or more importantly, how 
difficult is the goal perceived to be? 
-Does the performer accept the goal that has been set; is there some form of 
internalisation of this goal on behalf of the performer? 
-To what degree does the performer mobilise his/her resources towards achieving this 
goal; in other words, is effort exerted towards this goal? 
-What are the expectations of success both from the individual's perspective and from 
significant others? 
-As far as the individual is concerned, are there any other stressors in the 
environment? 
-What is the anxiety response of the individual towards these stressors? 
-Is this anxiety response in any way detrimental to performance for this individual? 
-How does the individual react when not achieving a particular goal? 
Only by answering these types of questions may the sporting situations outlined 
earlier be more fully understood. Both the goal setting variables and the anxiety 
response can only be understood following consideration of the situational factors in the 
environment. The laboratory results from this thesis may not directly explain why 
individuals have reacted in particular ways, but what they have done is to highlight the 
fact that all the above considerations are potentially important factors that need to be 
considered. For example, in the case of the soccer player trying to execute the corner- 
kicks, had he become too anxious because of the large audience or because of the 
competitive nature of the match? Although the results from this thesis have suggested 
that individuals do not become highly anxious when such stressors are present and that 
performance is not debilitated, the results may be different in real-life circumstances. 
The fact that the experiments were all laboratory-based immediately precludes certain 
types of ecologically-valid situational factors from being considered. Due to this type of 
research setting, transferability of the results from this thesis is obviously somewhat 
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res is ant is the fact that several variables have been identified and 
have been shown to be sensitive to different types of goals and environmental conditions. 
Whilst the results from this thesis offer evidence to both support and contradict 
earlier laboratory experiments, they do not directly help to explain the sporting 
examples outlined at the beginning of the thesis because they were conducted in a 
different, artificial environment. Obviously, this is a major limitation but what the 
laboratory has provided is an environment whereby certain key variables have at least 
been systematically investigated. There are some other limitations with the experiments 
that have been described, and although these points have already been discussed earlier, 
it may be useful to re-state the major problems. 
This thesis revolved around the perceptions and cognitions of individual subjects. 
However, whether the perceptions have been accurately measured is open to debate. 
When a question is delivered to an individual about the perception of goal difficulty and a 
response is made, is that a true reflection of how that individual has reacted to that goal? 
Would the individual have considered the relative difficulty of the goal and would 
concepts such as goal difficulty and goal acceptance actually have been recorded within 
that individual? It is possible that such responses may have been forced from the 
individual subjects. Would the response really have been quantified in some manner? Of 
course, one of the assumptions throughout this thesis has been that these perceptions are 
automatically being registered within the individual and that they are quantified to some 
extent, albeit sometimes subconsciously. 
If it is accepted that the constructs of subjective goal difficulty, goal acceptance 
and effort are measurable, do the single item questions employed within this thesis 
provide a valid and reliable measure of these constructs? It may be the case that single 
item questions are very transparent, in that it is obvious what information they are 
designed to obtain. Whilst this may not necessarily be a bad thing in that ambiguity is 
avoided, this may lead to situations where subjects are providing a socially desirable or 
expected response and not their true feelings at that moment in time. However, this very 
direct approach may have advantages and avoid some of the problems that multi-item 
questionnaires contain. Also, given the nature of the multi-trial experiments under 
discussion, these single item questions may have been the most efficient in terms of the 
time taken to complete the testing sessions. 
The anxiety questionnaire, the Competitive State Anxiety Inventory-2, may also 
have its limitations. Although this measure provides an absolute score or measure of 
intensity on the three dimensions of cognitive anxiety, somatic anxiety and self- 
confidence, it fails to provide any indication of how individual subjects perceive their 
particular levels. In other words, there is no measure of direction (Swain and Jones, 
1990). Do individuals perceive any given level of anxiety as positive or negative? When 
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the subjects in Experiment 1 were reporting levels of cognitive anxiety between 10 and 
16, were the subjects particulary worried by these levels of anxiety? Whilst they 
recorded these levels of anxiety via the questionnaire method, it is unlikely that they 
would have reported being anxious if the method of enquiry had been unstructured 
interview. Obviously, this added dimension or interpretation of the anxiety scores would 
have provided valuable information when considering the effects of the different goals 
that were set. At the time of conducting the experiments in this thesis there was no 
validated measure of assessing each subjects' interpretation of the anxiety response. It 
should be noted that current competitive anxiety research has turned towards addressing 
this issue (Swain and Jones, 1990). 
The manipulations of the environments in Experiments 3 and 4 did not appear to 
be entirely successful. Whilst there were distinct changes made in the environment or 
situation, the manipulations were intended to increase the levels of 'stress' in the 
environment. These manipulations should have induced increases in the anxiety 
response, but this was generally not the case. It may have been that the manipulations did 
create additional stress, but the subjects as a group were able to cope with this and 
consequently there were no increases in the anxiety response. Alternatively, it may be 
argued that these manipulations did not create the additional levels of stress necessary to 
test some of the hypotheses under consideration. It may be the case that the increases in 
stress were difficult to attain because of the laboratory environment. This environment 
had been deliberately chosen so that maximum control over extraneous variables could 
be attained. However, it is possible that this controlled environment was too restrictive 
and the manipulations employed in these experiments were unsuccessful. Whilst it has 
been shown by many researchers that it is possible to create increased levels of stress in 
a laboratory environment via physical and mental stressors (Hardy and Parfitt, 1991: 
Jones and Hardy, 1988) it was important for the purposes of this thesis that the 
stressors were similar to those that are common in a sporting environment, hence the 
attempt to use competition and audience as stressors. The results of these experiments 
suggest that these stressors may need to be reconsidered. 
Of course, it might also be argued that for some individuals, a stressful condition 
was created which did lead to an increase in the anxiety response, but due to the fact that 
the results were based on group means, these differences were 'lost' in the group results. 
Detailed individual analyses may, therefore, have provided some interesting results. 
These experiments were not specifically designed to investigate individual differences in 
terms of the anxiety response, although certain individuals could have been isolated on 
this basis. It should be remembered that this thesis was investigating not only the 
anxiety response, but the response in terms of several goal setting variables. It would 
have been similarly useful to track individuals who had extreme responses on these 
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varia s. us, to en i certain individuals in the case of this series of experiments 
may not have been too productive although a different type of methodology may prove to 
be appropriate for future experimental designs. 
Considering the results, conclusions and limitations of the experiments within 
this thesis, there are several recommendations for future study in the area of goal 
setting, multidimensional anxiety and performance. 
Many of the limitations surround the nature of the task and environment employed 
within this series of experiments. In order to produce results which may be more 
meaningful to the sports performer, future studies should if at all possible be conducted 
in applied settings. The disadvantages of not being able to control certain variables may 
be outweighed by the advantages of studying the 'real thing'. 
There has been some criticism levelled at the single-item questions and the CSAI-2 
questionnaire being used throughout this thesis. Some of these criticisms may be avoided 
if, in addition to the single item questions, a short structured interview could be 
conducted after each testing session which probed the areas of concern. This will 
obviously have implications for the design of multi-trial investigations, but may 
provide information that either supports or refutes the information collected via 
questionnaire methods. 
Multi-trial experiments may not allow sufficient time for any failure feedback or the 
situational manipulations to be fully appreciated by subjects. The short space of time 
that was allowed for subjects to receive their goal and then respond to questions relating 
to that goal may not have allowed enough time for any cognitive deliberation about the 
goal. If the trials had been spread over a longer period of time, this would have allowed 
subjects to consider the goals more fully and indeed to begin to think about the 
consequences of success and failure of such goals. It could be the case that the passage of 
time would alter the subjects' perceptions about the goal and/or their ability to reach 
this goal. This variable should, therefore, at least be considered in future studies. 
Whilst studying large groups is useful for determining general trends and patterns, 
when investigating the very 'personal' constructs relating to anxiety and goal setting, it 
could be that individual case studies would provide a valuable source of information. 
In conclusion, this thesis investigated the two concepts of goal setting and anxiety and 
related them to performance. Whilst the artificial laboratory setting provided certain 
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problems, the capability of controlling extraneous variables enabled a theoretical 
framework to be slowly established and refined. However, this refinement needs to be 
continued and tested in a more ecologically-valid setting so that key variables and issues 
that may only be present in a real-life situation are not overlooked. Hopefully, such a 
framework provides a basis for understanding the sporting examples posed at the 
beginning of this thesis. 
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APPENDIX 1 
THIS TASK REQUIRES YOU TO CANCEL THE NUMBER WHICH IS IN BRACKETS AT THE 
START OF EACH ROW EVERY TIME IT APPEARS IN THAT ROW. YOU MUST START WITH 
THE TOP ROW AND THEN PROCEED TO THE NEXT ONE DOWN AND SO ON. YOU SHOULD TRY 
AND CANCEL AS MANY NUMBERS AS POSSIBLE IN ONE MINUTE. 
(5) 075643625109653352786051295168 
(8)089867395179482708418742807547 
(3)875346312093873542130909548360 
(6) 095631654689742675367904390608 
(9) 968982754964097907547951242407 
(2)013921572412379024687210986462 
(3) 097853412563468098346127230373 
(9)359769087935416901314226590793 
(4) 415680460222784196540079372144 
(3)807935412783935607983152930073 
(6)689764526430976438673145862143 
(5)967452134578643459832521375531 
(7) 095763427631489753129370875372 
(8)809736521 8631 258096853258241 80 
(6) 745362190642096463213796046243 
(2)092372468513024673280973123826 
(6) 687653190742605316732876009461 
(9)089643298641425889873259897509 
(5)457523148046580523571300435010 
(2)023658241398277500428130292473 
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APPENDIX 2 
YOUR "ABIUTY" SCORE ON THIS TASK IS .... . 
YOUR GOAL ON THIS TRIAL IS TO COMPLETE AS FAR AS THE DIGIT WHICH IS MARKED. 
THIS IS THE ......... DIGIT. 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU ACCEPT THIS GOAL? 
STRONGLY 
DIS. 3REE 
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 
STRONGLY 
1234 
HOW DIFFICULT DO YOU THINK THAT THIS GOAL IS TO ACHIEVE? 
EASY DIFFICULT 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
----------- 
(4) 
-- 
34 
--- 
53 
-- 
0 
--- 
61 
--- 
74 
----- 
0739 
--- 
40 
--- 
49 
--- 
78 
--- 
01 
--- 
33 
--- 
54 
--- 
48 
--- 
60 
--------- 
7 
(9) 79 57 3 90 18 40 89 48 83 29 52 23 98 25 21 9 
(9) 97 32 5 95 70 43 78 19 88 85 56 69 16 98 26 9 
(7) 26 27 1 12 27 00 92 26 82 74 35 67 65 97 34 7 
(6) 10 20 6 44 68 45 36 12 07 96 95 91 73 78 66 9 
(2) 32 57 5 28 59 02 83 72 59 93 76 24 92 08 86 9 
(8) 84 43 8 17 18 05 04 95 48 06 84 69 00 85 67 6 
(2) 59 66 8 82 20 62 87 17 94 65 02 82 35 08 62 8 
(3) 83 76 7 39 51 94 35 13 58 53 78 80 59 01 94 3 
(9) 73 92 6 97 18 99 75 53 08 70 94 25 12 59 41 5 
(8) 91 88 9 71 92 28 23 29 06 38 35 05 54 54 89 8 
(4) 34 61 2 48 59 11 01 64 56 23 93 40 90 04 99 4 
(9) 98 06 2 09 78 38 96 80 44 91 95 75 11 89 32 5 
(4) 95 40 1 31 81 08 42 98 41 84 69 54 82 96 61 4 
(3) 37 68 7 23 34 37 94 82 35 69 41 95 96 83 70 4 
(9) 78 39 8 94 79 33 05 92 17 18 45 49 35 41 94 2 
(4) 33 10 4 10 81 44 86 48 03 04 52 55 51 61 48 8 
(6) 15 70 0 63 60 06 17 36 37 75 63 14 89 51 26 3 
(3) 13 52 8 37 99 10 73 91 89 31 31 57 97 34 48 6 
(5) 70 58 8 65 26 27 79 59 36 92 90 52 95 65 46 3 
HOW MUCH EFFORT DID YOU EXERT IN TRYING TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL? 
VERY VERY 
LITTLE 
1234567 
MUCH 
89 
215 
APPENDIX 3 
YOUR "ABIUTY" SCORE ON THIS TASK IS .... . 
YOUR GOAL ON THIS TRIAL IS TO DO YOUR BEST. 
(2) 325752859028372599376249208869 
(8)918897192282329063835055454898 
(4)346124859110164562393409004994 
(8)844381718050495480684690085676 
(2)596688220628717946502823508628 
(3) 837673951943513585378805901943 
(9)739269718997553087094251259415 
(9)980620978389680449195751189325 
(4)954013181084298418469548296614 
(3)376872334379482356941959683704 
(6)157006360061736377563148951263 
(3) 135283799107391893131579734486 
(5) 705886526277959369290529565463 
(4)345306174073940497801335448607 
(9)795739018408948832952239825219 
(9)973259570437819888556691698269 
(7)262711227009226827435676597347 
(6) 102064468453612079695917378669 
(9)783989479330592171845493541942 
(4)331 041 081 4486480304525551 61 488 
HOW MUCH EFFORT DID YOU EXERT IN TRYING TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL? 
VERY VERY 
LITTLE MUCH 
123456789 
216 
APPENDIX 4 
1. I am concerned about this task ............................... 
2. I feel nervous ......................................................... 
3. I feel at ease ........................................................... 
4. I have self doubts ................................................... 
5. I feel jittery .......................................................... fi. I feel comfortable .................................................. 
7. I am concerned that I may not do as well 
at this task as I could ............................................. 
8. My body feels tense ............................................... 
9.1 feel self confident ............................................... 
10. I am concerned about failing ................................ 
11. I feel tense in my stomach .................................... 
12. I feel secure .......................................................... 
13.1 am concerned about choking under pressure..... 
14. My body feels relaxed ........................................... 
15. I'm confident I can meet the challenge .................. 
16. I'm concerned about performing poorly ............... 
17. My heart is racing ................................................ 
18. I'm confident about performing well .................... 
19. I'm worried about reaching my goal ..................... 
20. I feel my stomach sinking ..................................... 
21.1 feel mentally relaxed .......................................... 
22. I'm concerned that others willbe 
disappointed with my performance ....................... 
23. My hands are clammy ........................................... 
24. I'm confident because I mentally 
picture myself reaching my goal ........................... 
25. I'm concerned I won't be able to concentrate........ 
26. My body feels tight ................................................ 
27. I'm confident of coming through under pressure.. 
Not 
At Somewhat 
All 
Very 
Moderately Much 
So so 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
1 2 3 4 
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APPENDIX 5a 
YOUR "ABILITY" SCORE ON THIS TASK IS .... . 
YOUR GOAL ON THIS TRIAL IS TO COMPLETE AS FAR AS THE DIGIT WHICH IS MARKED. 
THIS IS THE ......... DIGIT. 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU ACCEPT THIS GOAL? 
STRONGLY STf G'LY 
DISAGREE AGREE 
-4 -3 -2 -1 01234 
HOW DIFFICULT DO YOU THINK THAT THIS GOAL IS TO ACHIEVE? 
VERY 
EASY 
VERY 
DIFFICULT 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
---------- 
(4) 
--- 
34 
--- 
53 
-- 
0 
--- 
61 
--- 
74 
-------- 
073940 
--- 
49 
--- 
78 
--- 
01 
--- 
33 
--- 
54 
--- 
48 
--- 
60 
--------- 
7 
(9) 79 57 3 90 18 40 89 48 83 29 52 23 98 25 21 9 
(9) 97 32 5 95 70 43 78 19 88 85 56 69 16 98 26 9 
(7) 26 27 1 12 27 00 92 26 82 74 35 67 65 97 34 7 
(6) 10 20 6 44 68 45 36 12 07 96 95 91 73 78 66 9 
(2) 32 57 5 28 59 02 83 72 59 93 76 24 92 08 86 9 
(8) 84 43 8 17 18 05 04 95 48 06 84 69 00 85 67 6 
(2) 59 66 8 82 20 62 87 17 94 65 02 82 35 08 62 8 
(3) 83 76 7 39 51 94 35 13 58 53 78 80 59 01 94 3 
(9) 73 92 6 97 18 99 75 53 08 70 94 25 12 59 41 5 
(8) 91 88 9 71 92 28 23 29 06 38 35 05 54 54 89 8 
(4) 34 61 2 48 59 11 01 64 56 23 93 40 90 04 99 4 
(9) 98 06 2 09 78 38 96 80 44 91 95 75 11 89 32 5 
(4) 95 40 1 31 81 08 42 98 41 84 69 54 82 96 61 4 
(3) 37 68 7 23 34 37 94 82 35 69 41 95 96 83 70 4 
(9) 78 39 8 94 79 33 05 92 17 18 45 49 35 41 94 2 
(4) 33 10 4 10 81 44 86 48 03 04 52 55 51 61 48 8 
(6) 15 70 0 63 60 06 17 36 37 75 63 14 89 51 26 3 
(3) 13 52 8 37 99 10 73 91 89 31 31 57 97 34 48 6 
(5) 70 58 8 65 26 27 79 59 36 92 90 52 95 65 46 3 
HOW MUCH EFFORT DID YOU EXERT IN TRYING TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL? 
VERY VERY 
LITTLE MUCH 
123456789 
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APPENDIX 5b 
YOUR "ABIUTY" SCORE ON THIS TASK IS .... . 
YOUR GOAL ON THIS TRIAL IS TO DO YOUR BEST. 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU ACCEPT THIS GOAL? 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 
-4 -3 -2 -1 01234 
HOW DIFFICULT DO YOU THINK THAT THIS GOAL IS TO ACHIEVE? 
VERY 
EAST( 
1234567 
VERY 
DIFFICULT 
89 
----------- 
(2) 
-- 
32 
----- 
575 
--- 
28 
--- 
59 
--- 
02 
-- 
83 
--- 
72 
--- 
59 
--- 
93 
--- 
76 
--- 
24 
--- 
92 
--- 
08 
--- 
86 
--------- 
9 
(8) 91 88 9 71 92 28 23 29 06 38 35 05 54 54 89 8 
(4) 34 61 2 48 59 11 01 64 56 23 93 40 90 04 99 4 
(8) 84 43 8 17 18 05 04 95 48 06 84 69 00 85 67 6 
(2) 59 66 8 82 20 62 87 17 94 65 02 82 35 08 62 8 
(3) 83 76 7 39 51 94 35 13 58 53 78 80 59 01 94 3 
(9) 73 92 6 97 18 99 75 53 08 70 94 25 12 59 41 5 
(9) 98 06 2 09 78 38 96 80 44 91 95 75 11 89 32 5 
(4) 95 40 1 31 81 08 42 98 41 84 69 54 82 96 61 4 
(3) 37 68 7 23 34 37 94 82 35 69 41 95 96 83 70 4 
(6) 15 70 0 63 60 06 17 36 37 75 63 14 89 51 26 3 
(3) 13 52 8 37 99 10 73 91 89 31 31 57 97 34 48 6 
(5) 70 58 8 65 26 27 79 59 36 92 90 52 95 65 46 3 
(4) 34 53 0 61 74 07 39 40 49 78 01 33 54 48 60 7 
(9) 79 57 3 90 18 40 89 48 83 29 52 23 98 25 21 9 
(9) 97 32 5 95 70 43 78 19 88 85 56 69 16 98 26 9 
(7) 26 27 1 12 27 00 92 26 82 74 35 67 65 97 34 7 
(6)1 0206446 845361207969591 73 78 66 9 
(9) 78 39 8 94 79 33 05 92 17 18 45 49 35 41 94 2 
(4) 33 10 4 10 81 44 86 48 03 04 52 55 51 61 48 8 
HOW MUCH EFFORT DID YOU EXERT IN TRYING TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL? 
VERY VERY 
LITTLE MUCH 
123456789 
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APPENDIX 6 
DIRECTIONS: 
Below are some statements about how persons feel when they compete in sports and 
games. Read each statement and decide if you HARDLY-EVER, or SOMETIMES, or OFTEN 
feel this way when you compete in sports and games. If your choice is HARDLY-EVER, 
tick next to letter A, if your choice is SOMETIMES, tick next to letter B, and if your 
choice is OFTEN, tick next to letter C. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not 
spend too much time on any one statement. Remember to choose the word that describes 
how you usually feel when competing in sports and games. 
HARDLY-EVER SOMETIMES OFTEN 
1. Competing against others is socially 
enjoyable A....... B....... C....... 
2. Before I compete I feel uneasy A....... B....... C....... 
3. Before I compete I worry about not 
performing well A....... B....... C....... 
4.1 am a good sportsman when I compete A....... B....... C....... 
5. When I compete I worry about making 
mistakes A....... B....... C....... 
6. Before I compete I am calm A....... B....... C...... " 
7. Setting a goal is important when competing A....... B....... C....... 
8. Before I compete I get a quesy feeling in my 
stomach A....... B....... C....... 
9. Just before competing I notice my heart 
beats faster than usual A....... B....... C....... 
10. I like to compete in games that demand 
considerable physical activity A....... B....... C....... 
11. Before I compete I feel relaxed A....... B....... C....... 
12. Before I compete I am nervous A....... B....... C....... 
13. Team sports are more exciting than 
individual games A....... B....... C...... " 
14. I get nervous wanting to start the game A....... B....... C...... " 
15. Before I compete I usually get uptight A....... B....... C...... " 
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APPENDIX 7a 
PRE-TRIAL QUESTIONS 
1. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU ACCEPT THIS GOAL? 
-4 -3 -2 -1 012 
STRONGLY 
REJECT 
2. -HOW DIFFICULT DO YOU THINK THIS GOAL IS TO ACHIEVE? 
1234567 
VERY 
EASY 
3. ITS HARD TO TAKE THIS GOAL SERIOUSLY. 
-2 -1 012 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE 
4. ITS UNREALISTIC FOR ME TO EXPECT TO REACH THIS GOAL 
-2-1012 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE 
5. ITS QUITE LIKELY THAT THIS GOAL MAY NEED TO BE REVISED, 
DEPENDING ON HOW THINGS GO. 
-2-1012 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE 
6. QUITE FRANKLY, I DON'T CARE IF I ACHIEVE THIS GOAL OR NOT. 
-2 -1 012 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE 
34 
STRONGLY 
ACCEPT 
89 
VERY 
DIFFICULT 
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APPENDIX 7b 
POST TRIAL QUESTIONS 
1. HOW MUCH EFFORT DID YOU EXERT IN TRYING TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL? 
123456789 
VERY VERY 
EASY DIFFICULT 
2. RATE THE LEVEL OF YOUR CONCENTRATION THROUGHOUT YOUR PERFORMANCE? 
123456789 
VERY VERY 
EASY DIFFICULT 
3. DID YOU SET A PERSONAL GOAL THAT DIFFERED FROM THAT WHICH WAS ASSIGNED TO 
YOU? 
YES....... WHAT WAS THE GOAL?....... 
NO ....... 
999 
APPENDIX ANOVA TABLES 
TABLE 3.1: Summary of ANOVA on performance scores 
SOURCE 
GROUPS (A) 1 
error subjects w. groups 118 
TRIAL (B) 8 
AxB 8 
error Bx subjects 944 
w. groups 
Sum of Sauar 
3258.7 
66294.1 
4012.9 
1187.2 
15963.9 
Mean 2guares 
3258.7 
561.8 
501.6 
148.4 
16.9 
F-Test: ice: 
5.8 0.018 
TABLE 3.2: Summary of ANOVA on performance errors 
SOE. CIL 
GROUPS (A) 1 
error subjects w. groups 118 
TRIAL (B) 8 
AxB 8 
error Bx subjects 944 
w. groups 
Sum of Squares: 
14.5 
1123.1 
27.13 
30.6 
1032.1 
Mean Square: 
14.504 
9.518 
3.876 
4.366 
1.249 
29.6 0.0001 
8.8 0.0001 
---------------- 
F-Test: P value: 
1.52 0.219 
TABLE 3.3: Summary of ANOVA on effort scores 
3.10 0.0031 
3.49 0.001 1 
SOURCE: W. Sum uares: Mean uare: F_Test: P value: 
GROUPS(A) 1 11.27 11.267 0.67 0.4137 
error subjects w. groups 118 1976.13 16.747 
TRIAL (B) 7 157.53 22.504 17.19 0.0001 
AxB 7 88.93 12.705 9.71 0.0001 
error Bx subjects 826 1081.04 1.309 
w. groups 
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TABLE 3.4: Summary of ANOVA on goal acceptance 
dt 
ABILITY BAND (A) 
error subjects w. C 
TRIAL (B) 
AxB 
error Bx subjects 
w. groups 
2 
groups 57 
7 
14 
399 
TABLE 3.5: Summary ANOVA on goal difficulty 
! d. f 
ABILITY BAND (A) 2 
error subjects w. groups 57 
TRIAL (B) 7 
AxB 14 
error Bx subjects 399 
w. groups 
Sum of Squares: 
312.08 
982.27 
1793.37 
44.68 
683.08 
Sum of Squares: 
216.12 
1297.24 
1532.43 
48.63 
572.80 
Mean Sauare: 
156.04 
17.23 
256.19 
3.19 
1.71 
Mean Square: 
108.06 
22.76 
21 8.92 
3.47 
1.43 
TABLE 3.6: Summary ANOVA on performance scores 
Sa E. 
ABILITY BAND (A) 
error subjects w. C 
TRIAL ('B) 
AxB 
error Bx subjects 
w. groups 
sit 
2 
groups 57 
8 
16 
456 
18504.83 
21807.28 
2875.43 
526.07 
8184.72 
Mean Sauare: 
9252.41 
382.58 
359.43 
32.88 
17.95 
F--last 
9.06 
1 49.64 
1.86 
F_Test: 
4.75 
1 52.49 
2.42 
F-Test: 
24.18 
20.02 
1.83 
P value: 
0.004 
0.0001 
0.0286 
P value: 
0.01 24 
0.0001 
0.0029 
P value: 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.025 
P94 
TABLE 3.7: Summary ANOVA on performance errors 
dt 
ABILITY BAND (A) 
error subjects w. C 
TRIAL (B) 
A. xB 
error Bx subjects 
w. groups 
2 
groups 57 
8 
16 
456 
Sum uares* 
23.62 
636.91 
35.48 
19.05 
609.34 
TABLE 3.8: Summary ANOVA on effort scores 
dt 
ABILITY BAND (A) 2 
error subjects w. groups 57 
TRIAL (B) 7 
AxB 14 
error Bx subjects 399 
w. groups 
------------ 
Sum of Squares: 
11 . 28 
1285.07 
233.68 
92.21 
622.98 
Mean uare: F-Test: P value; 
11.80 1.057 0.354 
11.17 
5.07 3.319 0.002 
1.36 0.891 0.569 
1.53 
----------------------------- 
Mean uare: F_Test: P value: 
5.644 0.25 0.7794 
22.545 
33.383 21.38 0.0001 
6.587 4.22 0.0001 
1.561 
9 75 
Table 4.1: Summary ANOVA on subjective goal difficulty 
SOURCE 
CONDITION (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
dt Sum of Squarese 
1 196.91 
86 717.91 
2 495.28 
2 515.05 
172 221.15 
Mean uare: F_Test: P value: 
196.91 23.59 0.0001 
8.35 
247.65 192.61 0.0001 
257.53 200.29 0.0001 
1.29 
Table 4.2: Summary ANOVA on goal acceptance 
SOURCE 
CONDITION (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum of Squares, 
1 299.10 
86 490.38 
2 344.16 
2 330.49 
1 72 249.68 
---------------------------- 
Meare: F_Test: 
299.10 52.45 0.0001 
5.70 
172.08 118.54 0.0001 
165.25 113.83 0.0001 
1.45 
Table 4.3: Summary ANOVA on performance scores 
-------------- 
yý 
CONDITION (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum of Squares; 
1 7.68 
86 41926.03 
3 1152.92 
3 557.87 
258 2728.19 
Mean uare: F_Test: P value: 
7.68 0.16 0.9004 
487.51 
384.31 36.34 0.0001 
185.96 17.59 0.0001 
10.57 
? 2R 
Table 4.4: Summary ANOVA on effort scores 
SQUECE 
CONDITION (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum of Squares- 
1.67 
86 334.19 
2 32.01 
2 28.71 
172 132.45 
Table 4.5: Summary ANOVA on Cognitive Anxiety 
SOURCE. 
CONDITION (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
d; Sum of Squares: 
1 106.04 
86 4741.56 
4 521.84 
4 336.62 
344 1675.93 
Table 4.6: Summary ANOVA on Somatic Anxiety 
y EN 
CONDITION (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
df; Sum of 
1 29.02 
86 2669.78 
4 41.39 
4 31.79 
344 876.02 
Mean uare: F_Test: P value; 
1.67 0.43 0.5138 
3.87 
16.00 20.78 0.0001 
14.35 18.64 0.0001 
0.77 
---------------------------- 
Mean Sauare: F-Test: P yam; 
106.04 1.92 0.1691 
55.13 
130.46 26.78 0.0001 
84.16 17.27 0.0001 
4.87 
Mean Sauare: F_Test: P value: 
22.02 0.94 0.3363 
31.04 
10.35 4.06 0.0031 
7.95 3.12 0.0153 
2.55 
997 
Table 4.7: Summary ANOVA on self-confidence 
SOURCE 
CONDITION (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum of Squares: 
1 541.23 
86 10889.38 
4 808.11 
4 1228.15 
344 2415.34 
Mean Square: 
541.23 
126.62 
202.03 
307.04 
7.02 
F_Test: 
4.27 
28.77 
43.73 
P value: 
0.0417 
0.0001 
0.0001 
Table 5.1: Summary ANOVA on subjective goal difficulty 
SOURCE 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
df; Sum of Squares: 
2 231-61 
117 968.33 
2 407.63 
4 428.45 
234 175.76 
Mean Sauare: 
115.81 
8.27 
203.82 
107.11 
0.75 
F-Test: 
13.99 
271.35 
142.61 
P value: 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
Table 5.2: Summary ANOVA on goal acceptance 
SOURCE. 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum of Squares: 
2 178.74 
117 563.69 
2 210.08 
4 316.51 
234 248.58 
Mean Sauare: 
89.37 
4.82 
105.04 
79.13 
1.06 
F_Test: 
18.55 
98.88 
74.48 
P value: 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
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Table 5.3: Summary ANOVA on performance scores 
SDLJFUE6 Sum of Squares: 
GROUP (A) 2 1345.55 
subjects w. groups 117 32149.64 
BLOCK (B) 3 6526.71 
AB 6 95.21 
Bx subjects 351 3859.83 
w. groups 
Table 5.4: Summary ANOVA on effort 
SOURCE. 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
dL Sum of Squares: 
2 42.12 
117 376.29 
2 70.64 
4 75.02 
234 234.17 
Table 5.5: Summary ANOVA on cognitive anxiety 
SOURCE@ 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
dt Sum uares: 
2 1060.81 
117 13895.91 
4 869.96 
8 267.77 
468 2573.07 
Mean gar : 
672.77 
274.78 
2175.57 
15.87 
10.99 
Mean Square* 
21.06 
3.21 
35.32 
18.75 
1.00 
Mean uare: 
530.41 
118.77 
217.49 
33.47 
5.49 
F-Test: P value: 
2.45 0.0909 
197-84 0.0001 
1.43 0.1972 
F-Test: P value: 
6.55 0.002 
35.29 0.0001 
18.74 0.0001 
Fest: P value: 
4.47 0.0135 
39.56 0.0001 
6.08 0.0001 
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Table 5.6: Summary ANOVA on somatic anxiety 
SOURCE: 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum of guars: 
2 185.84 
117 8328.56 
4 472.46 
8 75.12 
468 1757.62 
Table 5.7: Summary ANOVA on self-confidence 
SQURM 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
;, Sum of Squares: 
2 62.42 
117 19135.37 
4 659.37 
8 605.33 
468 3101-30 
Table 5.8: Summary ANOVA on effort 
Sum of Sauare : 
GROUP (A) 1 0.05 
subjects w. groups 38 85.43 
BLOCK (B) 2 4.02 
AB 2 2.87 
Bx subjects 76 21.78 
w. groups 
---------------- --------- ------ 
---------------------- -- 
Mean Sauare: F_Test: P values 
92.92 1.31 0.275 
71.18 
118.11 31.45 0.0001 
9.39 2.50 0.0115 
3.76 
---------------------------- 
Mean Sauare: F_Test: P value* 
31.21 0.19 0.8265 
163.55 
164.84 24.87 0.0001 
75.66 11.42 0.0001 
6.62 
-------- ----------------- 
L 3La P value. 
0.52 0.02 0.8798 
2.25 
2.01 7,01 0.0016 
1.43 5.00 0.0091 
0.29 
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Table 5.9: Summary ANOVA on self-confidence 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum oaua; 
1 5.12 
38 5435.10 
4 1027.67 
4 93.53 
152 1408.00 
Table 5.10: Summary ANOVA on goal acceptance 
SOURCE: 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
---------------- 
c;, S um of Squares: 
1 0.00 
38 63.30 
2 0.26 
2 1.01 
76 10.23 
Table 5.11: Summary ANOVA on cognitive anxiety 
SCURGE 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum of Squares: 
1 99.41 
38 4578.79 
4 277.02 
4 38.42 
152 540.56 
Mean Sauare: 
5.12 
143.03 
256.92 
23.38 
9.26 
Mean Square: 
0.00 
1.67 
0.13 
0.51 
0.14 
Mean Sauare: 
99.41 
120.49 
69.25 
9.61 
3.56 
0.04 0.8509 
27.74 0.0001 
2.52 0.0432 
--------------- 
F-Test: P value: 
0.00 
0.98 0.3817 
3.76 0.0277 
F-Testa Pvalue@ 
0.83 0.3695 
19.47 0.0001 
2.70 0.0327 
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Table 5.12: Summary ANOVA on self-confidence 
BCE: Sum of Squares 
GROUP (A) 1 27.38 
subjects w. groups 38 7658.22 
STAGE (B) 4 154.10 
AB 4 58.82 
Bx subjects 152 699.48 
w. groups 
Table 5.13: Summary ANOVA 
--------------------- 
SOURCE dL 
GROUP (A) 1 
subjects w. groups 38 
BLOCK (B) 3 
AB 3 
Bx subjects 114 
w. groups 
on performance scores 
---------------- 
Sum of Squares: 
27.23 
4991.55 
1 891 . 88 
91.88 
1059.25 
------------------------- -- 
Mean Saute F_Test: plug$ 
27.38 0.14 0.7145 
201.53 
38.52 8.37 0.0001 
14.71 3.19 0.0149 
4.60 
Mean Square: 
27.23 
131.36 
630.63 
30.63 
9.29 
Table 6.1: Summary ANOVA on subjective goal difficulty 
MIRCE dt Sumuares: Mean square: 
GROUP (A) 1 12.03 12.03 
subjects w. groups 38 351.80 9.26 
BLOCK (B) 2 226.72 113.36 
AB 2 119.82 59.91 
Bx subjects 76 84.80 1.12 
w. groups 
----------------- 
Wit: P value: 
0.21 0.6515 
67.87 0.0001 
3.29 0.0231 
E-IesI: P value: 
1.30 0.2614 
101.59 0.0001 
53.69 0.0001 
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Table 6.2: Summary ANOVA on goal acceptance 
i SOURCE 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum of Squares: 
1 19.2 
38 271.33 
2 32.85 
2 20.85 
76 108.97 
---------------------------- 
Mean F-Test: P value: 
19.20 2.69 0.1093 
7.14 
16.43 11 . 45 0.0001 
10.43 7.27 0.0013 
1.43 
Table 6.3: Summary ANOVA on performance scores 
SOURCE 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Af- Sum of Squares: Mean Sauare: 
1 1.406 1.41 
38 1487.78 39.15 
3 26.37 8.79 
3 62.32 20.77 
114 1053.06 9.24 
Table 6.4: Summary ANOVA on effort 
-------------------------- 
SaIRCE Surr of f Squares: 
GROUP (A) 1 2.13 
subjects w. groups 38 292.00 
BLOCK (B) 2 8.75 
AB 2 3.72 
Bx subjects 76 46.20 
w. groups 
---------------- -------- ---------- 
F-Tes 
0.04 0.8507 
0.95 0.41 83 
2.25 0.0865 
-------------------- 
Mean Squ_ are: F-Test: P value: 
2.13 0.28 0.6013 
7.68 
4.37 7.19 0.0014 
1.86 3.06 0.0529 
0.61 
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Table 6.5: Summary ANOVA on subjective goal commitment 
------------- 
RCE6 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
BLOCK (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum of Squares: 
1 19.2 
38 518.77 
2 98.07 
2 96.20 
76 309.73 
-------------------------- 
Mean Sauare: F_Test: P vom; 
19.20 1.41 0.2430 
13.65 
49.03 12.03 0.0001 
48.10 11 . 
80 0.0001 
4.07 
Table 6.6: Summary ANOVA on cognitive anxiety 
SOURCE 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
d Sum of Squares: 
1 23.81 
38 3712.35 
4 1437.78 
4 92.42 
152 1847.40 
Mean Square: F-Test: P values 
23.81 0.24 0.6244 
97.69 
359.44 29.57 0.0001 
23.10 1.90 0.1131 
12.15 
Table 6.7: Summary ANOVA on somatic anxiety 
s. 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
dt Sum of Squares, 
1 30.42 
38 2403.10 
4 490.97 
4 6.23 
152 1163-60 
--------------------------- 
Mean Sauare: F_Test: P values 
30.42 0.48 0.4922 
63.23 
122.74 16.03 0.0001 
1.56 0.20 0.9362 
7.65 
234 
Table 6.8: Summary ANOVA on self-confidence 
-------------- 
sE. 
GROUP (A) 
subjects w. groups 
STAGE (B) 
AB 
Bx subjects 
w. groups 
Sum o Squares. 
222.61 
38 2300.15 
4 842.63 
4 130.47 
152 1384.90 
---------------------------- 
Meerare: F_Test: P values 
222.61 3.68 0.0627 
60.53 
210.66 23.12 0.0001 
32.62 3.58 0.0081 
9.11 
2Tr; 
